Full Issue by unknown
Tenor of Our Times 
Volume 10 Article 1 
Spring 4-29-2021 
Full Issue 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.harding.edu/tenor 
 Part of the History Commons 
Recommended Citation 
(Spring 2021) "Full Issue," Tenor of Our Times: Vol. 10, Article 1. 
Available at: https://scholarworks.harding.edu/tenor/vol10/iss1/1 
This Full Issue is brought to you for free and open access 
by the College of Arts & Humanities at Scholar Works at 
Harding. It has been accepted for inclusion in Tenor of 
Our Times by an authorized editor of Scholar Works at 
Harding. For more information, please contact 
scholarworks@harding.edu. 
TENOR OF OUR TIMES 
Volume X, Spring 2021 
COVER 
Image Courtesy of Dr. Liann Gallagher 
TENOR OF OUR TIMES 
Volume X, Spring 2021 









Tenor of Our Times is published annually in the spring by the 
Department of History and Political Science at Harding University, 
Searcy, Arkansas, in conjunction with the Eta Phi chapter of Phi Alpha 
Theta. We are grateful to the contributors, editors, readers, and friends 
who made this publication possible. 
CONTENTS 
Faculty Review Board ........................................................................... 1 
Student Review Board .......................................................................... 3 
Raymond L. Muncy Scholarship ………………………………………...4 
Editor's Note…………………...………………………………………...6 
COVID Journals 
From a Student’s Perspective 
by Abby Maguffee ...........................................................................11 
Being Patient Zero on Campus 
by Paul T. Anderson ........................................................................16 
COVID and its Impact on Athletics 
by Dr. Greg Harris ...........................................................................20 
Harding and Civil Rights 
Celebrating Juneteenth at Harding 
by Dr. Jason Darden ........................................................................25 
Creating “The 946:” The Provenance of a Harding History Display 
by Hannah Wood .............................................................................29 
In Memoriam 
Alex Trebek 
by Dr. Tiffany Yecke Brooks ...........................................................36 
Kobe and Curly 
by Dr. John Richard Duke ................................................................40 
Ruth Bader Ginsberg 
by Morgan Proffitt ...........................................................................49 
Hank Aaron 
by Dr. Eric Gross .............................................................................54 
Featured Articles 
The Soteriological Necessity of a Full Incarnation and its Implications 
for Believers 
by Addison Yates.............................................................................61 
Christine de Pizan 
by Aurora Brown .............................................................................74 
Prominent Biblical Themes During the Revolutionary Era 
by Jacob Jones .................................................................................91 
Abraham Lincoln and the Marathon of Emancipation 
by Elijah Fisher ............................................................................. 109 
The Third Plague Pandemic and British India: A Transformation of 
Science, Policy, and Indian Society 
by Rebecca L. Burrows .................................................................. 127 
Editorial Board .................................................................................. 156 
Faculty Advisor ................................................................................. 159 
Tenor of Our Times is available online at scholarworks.harding.edu/tenor/
 1 




Ph.D in Biblical Studies at 
Asbury Theological 
Seminary, Discipleship 
Minister for the Kings 
Crossing Church of Christ 
Matt McCook 




Ph.D. in History, 
University of South 
Carolina (2015), 









Ph.D. at University of 




M.A. in Art History,
Graduate Certificate in
Museum Studies, & Registrar 
at the Art Bridges Foundation 
2 
FaCUlTy REvIEw BOaRd 
CONTINUEd 
Makyra Williamson 
Rhetoric and Composition 
M.A. student, Teaching














































RAYMOND L. MUNCY SCHOLARSHIP 
An Academic Scholarship for Undergraduate Students of History 
The Raymond L. Muncy Scholarship is a one-time financial award 
for those undergraduate students at Harding University majoring 
in History who demonstrate exceptional scholarship, research, and 
Christian character.  The scholarship was created to honor the late 
Raymond L. Muncy, Chairman of the Department of History and 
Social Sciences from 1965-1993.  His teaching, mentoring, and 
scholarship modeled the best in Christian education.  Applied 
toward tuition, the award is granted over the span of a single 
academic year.  The award is presented annually at the Department 
of History and Political Science Banquet. 
For the 2020-21 school year, the committee only received one 
application for the Ray Muncy scholarship.  While the applicant 
was indeed worthy, he was not eligible because of other 










The hourglass captures the eternal law of time. As the 
sands always fall, time always moves forward. It seems that we 
cannot capture the sands of the past, for every granule is slipping 
out of reach. Despite this, there is still hope in history. While we 
cannot grasp every dimension of the hours and days that slide 
onwards, we can at least reserve glimpses through the powers of 
recording. We can hold a two-dimensional copy of the original 
that reminds us of the thing itself. We can play back a track with 
the sounds of before. 
It is the same with written history. We can use the powers 
of composition and reading to reach into the past. And now we can 
even use the gifts of those newer technologies of capturing to 
fashion windows through which we can look back into an older 
reality that is no more. History is a gift that allows for humanity to 
depict and re-envision what once was. We are tasked with making 
and keeping these portals so that we may not forget what the past 
was.  
 Gathering up the sands of history this year, we pour them 
into the hourglass, and watch them filter through the point of the 
present moment. As they fall, we remember. As we see them, we 
are transfixed by the near and the far. We remember the pangs of 
loneliness and distance from the early days of the pandemic. We 
reflect on a year of suffering and reckoning with our history 
together. We memorialize the dead who have passed.  
We emerge from the tomb with the incarnational Savior. 
We see how the medieval world generated an author like Pizan. 
Finally, we arrive on these home shores in the biblically-inspired 
Revolution to forge a Union that Lincoln must preserve and free. 
Then, we reach across the sea to the lands of India to learn lessons 
from another pandemic. 
Tumultuous times call for a light to shine in the darkness 
and guide the way out. This light illuminates the windows we form 




history, we can look courageously into the sands of time and learn 
valuable lessons that inspire a better present and a more hopeful 
future.  
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COVID JOURNAL: FROM A STUDENT’S PERSPECTIVE 
 
By Abby Maguffee 
 
We began to hear of COVID-19 in the spring of 2020. At that 
point, it sounded like a distant disease that would not impact us greatly. 
We were in normal, in-person classes. We didn’t wear masks or social 
distance. Our world still felt like it did before. The coronavirus pandemic 
greatly impacted our nation’s education system at all levels. As a college 
student, I saw firsthand the strain it put on my demographic socially, 
educationally, emotionally, spiritually, and physically.  
When we began talking about spring break a friend laughingly 
told me that her biology professor told his classes to take home their 
books because the situation with COVID was going to escalate quickly. 
He thought we would not return after spring break. We did not take him 
seriously at the time, but as spring break progressed we realized that he 
had done his research. I was sitting in a restaurant with my friend when it 
hit us that everything was about to change. Her school had decided to 
shift online, and we assumed Harding would soon follow.  
Online classes and in person classes are vastly different in every 
facet. From the setup of the assignments to the delivery of class content, 
there are very few similarities between the two types of classes. The shift 
to online courses made student’s academic lives completely different. 
With these changes there were new barriers to break down. Students 
faced unreliable internet, family dynamics, and even being able to find a 
quiet study area.  
Unreliable internet made it nearly impossible for some people to 
continue their education at home. If you cannot connect to your online 
class, it is unlikely you will pass the class. Public places were typically 
no longer open to the public so even places such as libraries could not be 
used as a venue for online education. For students who found a stable 
internet connection they next had to find a quiet place where they could 
focus and pay attention. Being at home made this hard because the rest of 
the household’s lives were still going on even during school hours. On 
top of internet issues and volume levels, the majority of families have 
multiple students and often parents working from home as well. For 
some this created yet another barrier: technology. Shared devices had to 
be allocated to different students at different times.  




Universities made the difficult decision to close their physical 
campuses. This left thousands of students in the precarious position of 
not knowing where they would live for the remainder of the semester. 
For many of us, our lives had been housed in tiny dorm rooms which left 
us confused and lonely as we searched for new plans. Many students 
moved back into their parents’ homes which unexpectedly and abruptly 
separated them from their college friends. The transition from seeing 
your friends daily to not seeing them for months was not an easy one. 
College students’ social lives were turned upside down.  
Social distancing rapidly became an everyday word. We were 
told it was needed, that it was the only way we, as a society, could 
survive. College students struggled with this, but so did everyone else. 
As time rolled on, we grew used to staying away. As restrictions eased 
people were often nervous to leave their homes. However, much to my 
surprise, we did get to come back to school in-person for the fall 2020 
semester. I was so excited to get to see people again, yet I was still 
nervous that classes were in person. I had not been in situations where I 
was in a room with so many people at once as we would now be in the 
classroom.  
Harding kept a public record of active cases and quarantines 
online. Levels of fear grew as the number of cases steadily increased. 
Vigilant social distancing was rare as it is hard to keep six feet between 
you and your friends. I went to dinner with my roommate and two of our 
friends. We sat across from each other so we knew we were not six feet 
apart. We discussed and acknowledged that this would mean if any of us 
had COVID we would all have to quarantine, but we decided that if we 
are going to be on campus we might as well let ourselves see at least a 
couple of our friends.  
The next day one of those friends didn’t feel well, got tested, and 
received a positive result. This meant that the rest of us had to 
quarantine. I talked to a friend about going to quarantine together at her 
house, but we decided against it just in case only one of us ended up 
testing positive. This was a good decision because she did end up testing 
positive that same day while I, somehow, received a negative result. 
Even with a negative test, the guidelines still required a quarantine period 
so I stayed at a family member's home who had already had COVID. 





situation than it would have been to be around other people who had not 
been exposed.  
Individual’s identities are made up of a variety of factors, and 
people regularly identify heavily with their occupation. Although being a 
student is not a job, per se, many students look at their classes as their 
work. College students were greatly affected by the overhaul of the 
education system which was brought on by the coronavirus pandemic.  
All types of learning transformed for online access, but hands on 
learning was especially different online. Courses with lab expectations 
were forced to adapt. Some professors tried to show themselves doing 
labs, explaining each process along the way. Others used services that 
allowed students to “do” the lab as an avatar in a virtual simulation. No 
matter what type of online component was available, a hands on learning 
experience is never quite the same online.  
Isolation is a powerful thing. It is used as a harsh punishment in 
prisons because it truly can break you. Having to quarantine had a 
negative impact on all people, and college students were no exception. 
Students who live on college campuses usually have to really seek out 
solitude in order to have any time spent alone so being forced into 
loneliness was a shock for a lot of us.  
The emotional toll of isolation has been huge, but the stresses of 
living through a pandemic go even further than that. We have to consider 
everything we choose to do in light of the risks presented. Should I see 
anyone? Should I take my mask off in certain situations? The list of 
questions we ask ourselves could go on forever; this is taxing on 
everyone, but college students are in a unique position since we are 
generally in a lower risk category. Not having as much to lose as people 
who are higher risk makes it much more tempting to think about going 
back to living normally.  
The effect of the pandemic on people’s spirituality has not been 
lost on college students. Harding students, specifically, are very spiritual 
as a whole. The importance of social distancing encouraged many 
students to disconnect from churches physically. In the same way that 
online education is not the same as in person, online church is also vastly 
different from in person worship. Many students felt the spiritual 
repercussions of the physical divide.  
For those who got sick, there were mild to severe physical side 
effects. Since COVID can manifest itself so variably, some had worse 




cases than others or had symptoms for more extended periods of time. 
Long COVID is uncommon but still a risk for our age group. A 
pandemic is in and of itself a very real physical threat. Still, there are 
other physical consequences beyond just the possibility of contracting 
coronavirus. Students lost their daily, often walking, commute to classes, 
which widely led to getting significantly less exercise. We were also 
encouraged to wear masks to slow the spread, which does not make 
being active any simpler.  
Currently, there is a huge change happening. Scientists have 
created a vaccine, and nearly everyone in America has access to it for 
free. COVID fatigue, feeling tired of the restrictions imposed by living in 
a pandemic, is rampant. In light of this new development, people are 
realizing that the pandemic could soon be added to the history books and 
taken out of our daily lives. This will be yet another shift in everyone’s 
lives. College students will face new challenges and barriers to 
overcoming the traumatic experience of living through a deadly 
pandemic. Since the vaccine has not fully rolled out, we are not able to 
measure how the end of the pandemic will shape the future, yet we can 
look ahead with renewed hope that there is the potential for return to a 
normal, healthy society for everyone.  
The education system and students are affected by the COVID-
19 pandemic. Students' lives have been changed socially, educationally, 
and emotionally. Living in a pandemic is really stressful. Some of our 
classrooms have tiny wooden cubbies to keep people away from each 
other when there is no room for six feet; this is not at all a normal 
environment. Everyone is struggling, and it feels like it is getting more 
socially acceptable to admit that. There are not many people who are 
doing as well today as they were a year ago, but the fact that we are all in 
this together has helped us as a society leave more room for grace as we 
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COVID JOURNAL: BEING PATIENT ZERO ON CAMPUS 
 
By Paul T. Anderson 
 
It was the morning of September 6th, and I got up to get ready to 
go teach my Sunday School class. I rolled out of bed that morning as 
usual, and noticed that I felt a little off. When I checked my temperature, 
it was high enough to give me pause, so I called one of the elders and 
told them I would not be in that morning. That’s how it began. Actually, 
that’s not completely true. By the time I woke up that morning, four 
important things had already occurred. 
 First, on September 4th, Arkansas Governor Asa Hutchinson 
gave his COVID update from Searcy, and in it, praised Harding 
University for having such a low number of cases. In fact, at the time, no 
on-campus student had a declared, active case of the novel coronavirus.  
Secondly, on September 5th, around noon, I noticed that I had a light 
cough. I gave this almost no thought; I suffer from chronic allergies, and 
having a cough periodically is just part of life. Surely this was not the 
kind of cough that signals having COVID. Because I did not think twice 
about it, I went to a cookout that evening, the third important thing. We 
were outside, wearing masks, and we had waited the two weeks into the 
semester. There were no cases on campus, so we felt pretty safe. Our 
sense of security was unfortunately misplaced, because the fourth 
important thing was that at some point in the previous week, I had 
contracted COVID-19. 
 That Sunday, as I monitored my fever, it just continued to grow, 
until that afternoon I had cleared the 100.4° threshold to fill out the 
Google Form to get tested. Since it was Sunday, though, I did not get the 
call to get tested until Monday morning, which unfortunately happened 
to be Labor Day, so my test was not sent off until Tuesday morning. At 
this point, my roommate and suite mates and I were all already self-
quarantining and had been for several days. Everything seemed to drag 
by at a snail’s pace.   
 That changed when the phone call came. I got the news that I 
was indeed positive for COVID. I immediately called the dorm mom, 
and then my parents. My next call came from Dean Thomas, who walked 
me through the procedure and my next steps. I had to gather my clothes, 
laptop, and school materials for the next week, and anything else I might 





where I was assigned a bare room at the end of the third floor. Perhaps 
even worse, I had to immediately list off the names of all of my close 
contacts. I knew that it was not my fault, but even still, I felt an almost 
overwhelming sense of guilt. Because of me, some twenty of my friends 
would end up locked up for two weeks or more. To top it all off, I would 
ruin the spotless track record Harding had set. 
 I could try to recount my time day by day, but I will not do that 
here. First, the days truly have blurred together, and did even as they 
were passing. Let me instead touch on some of the lows and the highs. I 
dealt with most of the common symptoms: the cough, the exhaustion, the 
aches, the fever. At first, I didn’t notice the shortness of breath, until I 
was singing along on Sunday during worship on Zoom with many of my 
friends. My taste and smell did not disappear completely, although they 
were muted. Of course, this may have been a blessing in disguise. The 
meals that were delivered daily were not exactly fine dining. I missed so 
many of the comforts of my own room; I particularly missed the three-
inch mattress topper on my bed at night. The worst I ever physically felt 
was the night before my fever broke. I found myself on the uneven tile of 
the bathroom floor in front of the toilet, trying not to throw up, and 
praying fervently. The worst part, make no mistake, was nothing 
physical at all. It was the isolation. 
 I am an intensely social person. I would rather spend every last 
minute in the company of my friends than on my own. To make matters 
worse, a dear friend of mine passed away while I was in isolation, so I 
had to mourn on my own. I would sit at the window looking down at the 
small length of sidewalk along the Front Lawn that I could see, hoping 
someone would look up and notice me. It was rare. 
 With all of that said, I was incredibly blessed during my time in 
isolation. Friends, church family, and the queens of Chi Sigs brought me 
meals and snacks. The History and Political Science department staff 
went so far as to ask my friends who had already graduated what kinds of 
things I would like most, and when they delivered it, it took an entire 
laundry basket to hold it all. My friends who were quarantined got on 
Zoom calls and played Scattergories and Quiplash. Dean Neal personally 
delivered a minifridge and a microwave so that I could save leftovers and 
actually eat when I was hungry. Most touching of all was getting phone 
calls, emails, texts, and Facebook messages from friends, family 




members, and brothers and sisters in Christ from all over the country, 
telling me they loved me and were praying for me.   
 The night that I was released was a special night; I carried my 
things back to the dorm, and then went to sit on the Front Lawn and just 
enjoy the fresh air. I was interviewed by The Bison to help prepare those 
who would go through similar experiences, and I have given several 
devotional messages from some of the things I learned while dealing 
with COVID. I feel like I understand so many of the Biblical figures 
better now: the leper, the prisoner, the outcast. I had to deal with guilt; 
even though no one that we know of contracted COVID from me, I still 
had to forgive myself for putting them through a very uncomfortable 
experience. I had to deal with the stigma of being “Patient Zero.” I am 
thankful to those who helped me through it and the good that came from 
it, but I certainly hope that I never have to repeat such an experience. As 
the clouds appear to be lifting as we near what is hopefully the far side of 
this pandemic, I hope that you never have to either. If you do, though, 
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COVID AND ITS IMPACT ON ATHLETICS 
 
By Dr. Greg Harris 
 
 On March 10, 2020, I was blessed to attend a Memphis Grizzlies 
basketball game with my family. That night the Grizzlies were taking on 
the Orlando Magic. The excitement was high because we had tickets 
downstairs that would allowed my son to see the players up close, and to 
get autographs before and after the game. As a family, we were 
considering becoming season ticket holders. 
It was on that evening that I knew things were going to change. 
We heard the buzz surrounding the COVID virus, but no one knew how 
it would affect our lives. There were ropes downstairs that did not allow 
us to get within 10 feet of the NBA players. The NBA was already in 
precaution mode in protecting their players. I remember looking at my 
wife, as the players were coming off the floor for halftime, to tell her that 
the NBA is getting ready to shut down. Not sure what it was, just an 
eerie feeling. 
The next night in Oklahoma City, Rudy Gobert (member of the 
Utah Jazz), did not show up for his game against the Thunder. Gobert 
had contracted the coronavirus. Word spread around the league and the 
world, instantly. The Oklahoma City versus Utah game was cancelled, 
and other games began to be postponed. On March 12, the NBA and the 
NCAA started to shut down games out of uncertainty of the virus. 
Schools began shutting down and going virtual on March 13. The whole 
world changed! 
March 5, 2020 was the last soccer match that we played here at 
Harding. It was the day before we let out for spring break. We were all 
excited to get away for a bit, but more excited to get back and to begin 
working on our team for the fall of 2020. Little did we know that it 
would be 11 months before we would play our next match. 
Heartbroken with unanswered questions described the world of 





Zoom meetings became our way of communicating and meeting. We 
looked forward to just being able to see each other’s faces. As a coach, I 
struggled answering questions for the women on our team. “I don’t 
know” became a redundant answer to many of the questions the team 
brought up. Their focus was on getting back to school and being able to 
play again. I just wanted to make sure that they were healthy, and still 
being optimistic about the future.   
As athletes and coaches, we long to be a part of something. For 
so many people, being a part of a team fills a void that some are not 
blessed to have in the homes where they grow up. We call it FAMILY!  
Our teams become our family, our quiet place, and a place where we can 
be ourselves. Love and acceptance are two huge factors of why people 
choose to be a part of a team. COVID took that away from us. 
For months, we worked out on our own. We would post videos for our 
teammates because this was the only way that we could somewhat be 
together and share our own experiences. We no longer had the locker 
room and meeting rooms to share our stories. Again, Zoom meetings 
became the hangout place for us to have devotionals, prayer time, 
meetings, and talk about the many things that happened to our world in 
2020.   
Our sports world grew weary of no action. We binged on 
watching past games and events, but we longed for LIVE events. As 
events slowly began to take place in May, we hoped that our lives would 
be somewhat back to normal. The protocols and provisions that lay in 
front of us was like nothing that we could ever imagine. Not being able 
to use our locker room, the hub of all family gatherings, had an 
enormous impact on our teams. Our team was not allowed in the locker 
room for a couple of months after our return to school. We practiced in 
groups of eight or nine for the first several weeks. It was about a month 
and half into the semester before each person had an opportunity to have 
practiced at least one time with every member of our team.   
The protocols have been different. The locker room is fogged 
every day, the team can have no more than six people in the locker room 




at a time, and we have been COVID tested often during this spring 
semester. It is worth it! We just want the opportunity to play. On 
February 6, 2021, we took the field again for the first time since the start 
of the pandemic. Since then, we have missed games due to rain, 
snowstorms, and quarantine stoppages. This has been a tough time for all 
of us. 
We were able to complete our seven game spring season after 
spring break. God is so good! In the midst of so much negativity, doubt, 
and suffering, we were able to come back and be a part of something that 
we love. To be a part of our team again. To be back with our family. 
That has been a beautiful blessing! There is no doubt that we took for 
granted what we had. I pray that we will never again take for granted 
what God has given back to us! Thank God for sports! Thank God for 
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HARDING AND CIVIL RIGHTS: CELEBRATING JUNETEENTH 
AT HARDING 
 
By Dr. Jason Darden 
 
Freedom is an interesting subject of discussion. When this word 
freedom is mentioned, what comes to mind? As Americans, most people 
naturally think of our independence from the oppressive rule of the 
British monarchy. We think of the conflicts we endured for the sake of 
democracy. We think of the countless lives lost for the sake of our 
sovereignty. As Christians, most of us think about emancipation from the 
bondage of sin and death. We have been set from the rule of Satan’s 
dominion and brought into the kingdom of God’s glorious light. 
However, as Christian Americans that were born with more melanin in 
their skin, the idea of freedom is more complex. Black American 
Christians view freedom through another set of lenses. Though America 
gained her independence from Britain, Blacks were still in Slavery. 
Fredrick Douglass encompassed this idea best when he stated:  
 
What to the slave is the fourth of July? I say it with a sad sense 
of the disparity between us. I am not included within the pale of 
glorious anniversary! Your high independence only reveals the 
immeasurable distance between us.  
 
Sadly, this distance is still present today. Although many 
improvements have been made, there is still a great disparity between the 
White Anglo Saxon Protestant and the African American diaspora. Our 
upbringing either shields us from this reality or provides us with a front 
row seat to the injustice. Many will say, slavery and racial discrimination 
is a thing of the past. They say, in America you can be whatever you 
want to be through hard work and dedication. Yet, they fail to realize that 
trauma is very hard to overcome. That’s what slavery and racial 
discrimination did to Black Americans: it traumatized us. As a 40-year-
old Black man, I still listen to stories from my 87-year-old grandfather 
on how he was treated. These stories have been seared into my 
hippocampus and will never leave me. They impact how I view people.  
You should never tell a solider dealing with PTSD to just get over it and 




move on. However, this is the prevailing message today. Slavery and 
discrimination is done with, now get over it.  
However, the racial unrest during the summer of 2020 
communicated to the world that Black Americans still experience 
injustice and trauma. During this time, many of my White Christians 
friends wrote me kind messages stating, “Jason, your life matters.”  
Although I was honored to receive a kind word, I felt more action was in 
order.  So, I began to kick around some ideas with my colleagues at 
Harding.  We had a meeting with some faculty, staff and administration 
to discuss how the Harding community should respond to the racial 
unrest in America. I happened to bring up Juneteenth during the meeting. 
I was surprised to learn that many at Harding did not know what 
Juneteenth was. This was the perfect opportunity to educate many in the 
Harding community about our beautiful Black culture. That evening we 
started planning the event. I held a special zoom meeting with a few 
influential African Americans on campus and asked them to participate. 
We planned on holding a Juneteenth vigil at the fountain in front of the 
McInteer Bible building. We only planned for about 25 to attend because 
most we were gone for the summer break. However, when the word got 
out about Juneteenth, we quickly realized it was going to be way bigger 
than expected. On the evening of the Juneteenth vigil, the front lawn was 
packed with more people than we could count. In addition to the front 
lawn, over one thousand people logged on to our Facebook livestream.  
An historic moment at Harding, indeed it was. It was historic for 
several reasons.  First, the time was right.  During the summer of 2020 
our country was experiencing a lot of racial tension.  Juneteenth was a 
moment of solidarity and love; and provided a respite from hatred and 
bigotry. Secondly, it was educational.  The Harding community at large 
was unaware of the history of Juneteenth.  We presented them with an 
opportunity to learn more about Black history. Third, it provided the 
Harding community an opportunity to get in front of racial issues rather 
than playing from behind.  Proactive loving Christians in the Harding 
community came together in place to show solidarity, learn black history, 
to mourn and to celebrate how far we’ve come.  During the event, the 
Harding community realized that we have a long way to go and that the 
church must take the lead in facilitating justice for all.  It was a great 
evening at Harding and one that I will never forget. I am so proud to be a 
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HARDING AND CIVIL RIGHTS: CREATING “THE 946:” THE 
PROVENANCE OF A HARDING HISTORY DISPLAY 
 
By Hannah Wood 
 
“Bruce was stolen again.” 
The refrain, an unfortunately familiar one, was spoken in a 
librarians meeting early in the Fall 2020 semester.  For several years the 
library displayed various faculty READ posters on the curved wall of the 
stairwell landing.  The students had their favorites, and every once in a 
while a READ poster would find its way to a dorm room wall.  On this 
day, it was Dr. Bruce McLarty who had gone missing.  Maybe it was 
time to take down the READ poster display and remove the temptation.  
But what could we display in its place? 
Inspiration struck. 
Since becoming the Archives & Special Collections Librarian in 
2013, I have been fascinated by the original copies of the 1957 petition 
(or “statement of attitude” as I have since learned to call it) signed by 
members of the Harding community expressing their support for the full 
integration of the school.  My father started his freshman year at Harding 
College in 1963, the same semester that Lewis Brown, Walter 
Cunningham, and David Johnson opened the door for Black students to 
attend Harding.  Here in the archives, fifty-seven years later, sat a 
statement of attitude signed six years before those men arrived on 
campus.  A statement with pages and pages of names, many of which I 
recognized: G. E. Baggett, Jerome Barnes, Finis and Marilyn Caldwell, 
Mary Jane Christmas, Jimmy Citty, Billy Ray Cox, Marvin Crowson, 
Kenneth Davis, Bill Diles, Jack Lewis, Mrs. Erle Moore, Edwina Pace, 
Dean Priest, Neale Pryor, Mr. & Mrs. Andy Ritchie, Jack Wood Sears, 
Dwight Smith, Sidney Tate, Harold Valentine, and Winfred Wright.  
There were undergraduate and graduate students, high school students, 
wives of students and faculty, students from Asia who wouldn’t have 
been welcomed in many colleges across the nation, staff, faculty, and 
even a few members of the administration.  Nine hundred and forty-six 
people in total signed in support of Black students attending Harding.  
How? Why? I wanted to know more.  I wanted our students to know 
more. 
 




The newly emptied curved wall of the library stairwell inspired 
me to research further and provided the perfect place to share this piece 
of Harding history with our community.  I scoured the Harding archives 
for information.  A colleague put me in touch with someone who 
connected me with Bill Floyd, the Student Association president during 
the 1957-58 school year.  I emailed him questions, and he provided me 
with his thoughts and motivations and perspective.  I tasked a student 
worker to type up a list of the names.  I scanned the statement signature 
pages in high-resolution, then enlarged, straightened, and cropped the 
images so that the signatures could be easily read from a foot or two 
away.  I read Bison articles, course catalogs, and meeting minutes.  In 
short, I immersed myself in the project. 
Here is what I learned. 
In the wake of the landmark May 1954 Supreme Court ruling in 
Brown v. Board of Education and the integration crisis in Little Rock at 
Central High School in September 1957, many Americans debated the 
merits of integration in our schools.  Students and faculty at Harding 
College were no different.  In the Fall of 1957, S.A. president Bill Floyd 
listened to numerous students’ concerns about Harding’s continued 
segregated status while also hearing Harding president Dr. George 
Benson’s public comments stating one reason Harding was not integrated 
was because the student body was not ready for integration.  According 
to Floyd, students wanted to “declare who we are and what we feel,”1 
and what they felt was a desire for a fully integrated Harding. 
With the assistance of English professor Robert Meyers, the S.A. 
wrote and refined a statement of attitude.2 They planned a strategy to 
contact every student and faculty member at Harding, asking them to 
read the statement and sign it if they agreed.  S.A. members resolved to 
not argue with anyone or attempt to persuade them into signing, and no 
judgement was to be given if someone declined to sign.  Printed at the 
top of each legal-sized signature page, the statement read like an open 
letter to the Board: 
                                               
1 Bill Floyd, email message to the author, September 27, 2020.   
2 Floyd, email message to the author. Floyd felt strongly that a petition 
would be seen as the students trying to make demands on the administration and 
the Board of Trustees.  A statement of attitude, however, would let the 
administration know that the student body was ready to integrate whenever the 
Board chose to make that decision. 





To the Administration and Board of Trustees of Harding 
College: 
A number of Members of the Harding community are 
deeply concerned about the problem of racial discrimination.  
Believing that it is wrong for Christians to make among people 
distinctions which God has not made, they sincerely desire that 
Harding College make clear to the world that she firmly believes 
in the principles of the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of 
man.  To that end, the undersigned individuals wish to state that 
they are ready to accept as members of the Harding community 
all academically and morally qualified applicants, without regard 
to arbitrary distinctions such as color or social level; that they 
will treat such individuals with the consideration and dignity 
appropriate to human beings created in the image of God; and 
that they will at all times face quietly, calmly, patiently, and 
sympathetically any social pressures intensified by this action. 
Furthermore, the undersigned individuals wish it clearly 
understood that this statement of attitude is by no means 
intended as an attempt to precipitate action by the 
Administration or Board of Trustees of Harding College but that 
it is instead intended entirely as an expression of the internal 
readiness of the Harding community to end discrimination, such 
expression being tendered as one factor for the consideration of 
the Administration and the Board of Trustees when a re-
evaluation of the admission policies of Harding College is 
undertaken. 
 
Even though Dr. Benson and others in Harding’s administration 
spoke against the statement both publicly in Chapel and privately to 
Floyd and other members of the Student Association, the statement of 
attitude received 946 signatures from students, faculty, staff, and other 
members of the Harding community.  To put that number context, in 
1957, Harding College boasted approximately 126 faculty, staff, and 
administration, and 1369 total students on campus (graduate, 




undergraduate, and academy). 3  In other words, approximately 62% of 
the Harding community signed the statement of attitude. 
In early November 1957, Floyd delivered the original statement 
of attitude to Dr. Benson and a copy to Dr. L. M. Graves, then Chairman 
of the Board of Trustees.  Benson officially presented the statement to 
the Board during their next meeting on November 26.  According to the 
minutes from that meeting, the Board took the statement’s contents under 
advisement, but no immediate course of action would be taken.4  Though 
disappointed at the lack of immediate action by the Board, Floyd said, 
“Many of us felt it would happen when it [was] safe to do so and when it 
[was] financially advantageous to do so.”5  Harding College would not 
integrate until the Fall of 1963. 
When speaking of the 1957 statement of attitude, Bill Floyd’s 
name receives the most press.  My goal with the display “The 946: The 
1957 Statement of Attitude Regarding Integration” was for the Harding 
community, particularly the students, to see that in addition to Floyd 
there were 945 other people on campus in 1957 who were ready for the 
college to welcome Black students as members of the student body.  
Women and men of multiple generations envisioned a Harding College 
where the color of a student’s skin did not preclude them from actively 
participating in the Harding community.  They signed their names to 
speak with one voice in support of this dream.  They had a voice.  We 
have a voice.  You have a voice. 
  
                                               
3 Harding College, General Catalog 1957-58 1958-59 (Searcy, AR: 
Harding Press, 1957), 7-18; Harding College, General Catalog 1959-60 1960-61 
(Searcy, AR: Harding Press, 1959), 128. These numbers do not necessarily 
include the number of spouses of people on campus, some of whom signed the 
statement of attitude. 
4 Board of Trustee Meeting Minutes, November 26, 1957, box B-020, 
folder 9, George S. Benson Papers, Ann Cowan Dixon Archives & Special 
Collections, Brackett Library, Harding University. 
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IN MEMORIAM: ALEX TREBEK 
 
By Dr. Tiffany Yecke Brooks 
 
He beamed into our living rooms five nights a week, so familiar 
a face and voice that he seemed less like a star and more like a kind uncle 
or wise neighbor who always seemed to have the answer. Literally. 
There are few gameshows more iconic in American culture than 
Jeopardy!, and fewer hosts more iconic than Alex Trebek.  For 37 
seasons, from the revival of the show in 1984 until January 8, 2021, 
Trebek’s gentle but authoritative presence made him a fixture on 
primetime television, syndicated runs in the afternoon, and a lot—a lot—
of background programming on TVs in movies. He was such a fixture on 
the show, and so dedicated to his role, that he continued taping episodes 
up to one week before he passed away from colon cancer, on November 
8, 2020. Simply put, Trebek was Jeopardy! and Jeopardy! was Trebek. 
Writing this a little over two years after my own less-than-stellar 
appearance on the show on December 4, 2018 (I like to call myself a 
Jeopardy! bronze medalist), the biggest takeaway for me (after the 
importance of nailing buzzer timing) was how kind Trebek’s eyes were.  
In fact, whenever people find out I was on the show, they always ask two 
questions: “Did they give you any clues about what the categories were 
going to be so you could study ahead of time?” (No) and “What was 
Alex Trebek like in person?” I’m always glad that I can reply honestly 
that he was warm, generous, and very professional during my taping. 
To fill the time in commercial breaks, he answered questions 
from the audience in a humorous and sometimes self-deprecating way. 
Interacting with the contestants, he was genuine; when he said, “No, 
sorry,” with just the slightest hint of a lingering Canadian accent (“sore-
ry”) after a wrong answer, you truly believed he was sorry, and that he 
hoped you got the next one right. The producers tell stories of him 
practicing obsessively to get foreign or unfamiliar pronunciations exactly 





wanted everything to seem effortless and natural, not because he wanted 
to seem like an unlimited fount of knowledge, but because in a game 
where accuracy is everything (“Prince Edward Island” is correct; “Prince 
Edward’s Island” will cost you $800), he held himself to the same 
exacting standards. 
Trebek was as beloved in the Jeopardy! alumni community as he 
was to the broader audience at home. When he first announced the news 
of his cancer on March 6, 2019, our online group immediately rallied 
together to record well wishes for him, as well as sending in images of 
our right thumbs—our buzzer fingers—to a fellow alumnus who is also 
an artist and turned the thousands of thumbprints into a beautiful portrait 
for Trebek to let him know that “his” contestants were pulling for him. 
When his final episode aired earlier this year, we all watched and 
messaged one another sadly on our group Facebook page. Even his final 
act was classy:  he asked that many of his old suits be donated to the Doe 
Fund, an organization that helps men who are seeking to re-enter the 
workforce after homelessness, addiction, or incarceration. The moment 
that story was announced, we immediately began posting things like “Of 
course he did” and “That navy pinstripe in the photo was the one he wore 
at my taping!” 
At the time I’m writing this, in February 2021, no permanent 
host has been named yet; a series of celebrity guest hosts have been 
filling in during the transition. This is, of course, a major point of 
discussion within the Jeopardy! alumni community, as well. We all have 
our favorite candidates (I’m Team LeVar Burton), but we all seem to be 
relieved that the producers are taking their time.  It’s quite a podium to 
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IN MEMORIAM: KOBE AND CURLY 
 
By Dr. John Richard Duke 
 
 After a student approached me and asked if I would write an “In 
Memoriam” for Kobe Bryant and Curly Neal, I was torn. I had never set 
out to write about Kobe and Curly, but I also want to be receptive to 
students. I also believe that it is good to express condolences and love to 
those going through loss. Any type of small, kind gesture can help 
someone navigate the grief they are feeling. In most cases, though, we 
remember or express condolences to those we know personally. I never 
knew Kobe or Curly, but all three of us have in common a love for the 
game of basketball. This is not a “watch it on television” type of love, or 
even a “play pick-up everyday kind of love.” It’s the kind of love that 
causes you to thank God in a prayer as a two-year-old that your new 
house “has a basket.” It’s the kind of love that forces you to shoot 50 free 
throws every day in the summer and record the number you make, and if 
you had not made at least 42, you had to start over. The kind of love that 
causes you to seek out courts and playgrounds all over the world, just to 
play. Its hours and hours of practice when no one is watching, pursuing 
perfection, and pushing the limits of your physical abilities. It’s a little 
hard to describe, but Kobe had it, Curly had it, and so many others of us 
have it. A love for basketball. I never met Kobe or Curly. I am not aware 
of their personal successes and failures, but I share their love for 
basketball. They both helped me learn to love it more.  
Basketball is an art, and in 2020 the basketball community lost 
two of its most intriguing artists. On January 26, 2020, Kobe Bryant, his 
daughter, and seven others passed away tragically in a helicopter crash 
near Los Angeles. A few months later, on March 26, 2020, Fred “Curly” 
Neal passed away while in his home near Houston. Curly lived 77 years, 
and Kobe lived 41. Much has been written to express the influence of 





Los Angeles Lakers and Curly with the Harlem Globetrotters, helped 
pack arenas around the globe. Yet, their legacies are much more than 
basketball. Kobe and Curly influenced both sport and the broader world 
culture in inspiring ways. 
Kobe Bryant was born on August 23, 1978, in Philadelphia to 
Joe and Pamela Bryant. His father was a basketball star in his own right, 
playing for three different teams in the National Basketball Association 
between 1975 and 1983. Kobe spent much of his childhood living in 
Italy while his father continued his basketball career in Europe. In fact, 
he credited his time in Italy as helping shape his game. 
His fame came, though, as a member of the Los Angeles Lakers.  
Kobe did not turn me into a Lakers fan, but he sure made it easier to 
follow the team in the late 1990s and early 2000s. The Lakers of the 
1980s first drew my attention. Byron Scott, Kurt Rambis, James Worthy, 
Michael Cooper, Kareem Abdul-Jabbar, and so many others compelled 
my attention from the moment I remember watching professional 
basketball. The key, though, was Magic Johnson. The tall player that 
developed the skill set needed to play near the basket, but also to run the 
point guard position, provided hope for all players whose youth league 
basketball coaches tried to force them to “stay on the block.”   
My neighbor across the street, Greg, also pushed me toward the 
Lakers. Several years older than me, he and I would spend hours in our 
driveways always debating whose driveway got to be the Los Angeles 
Forum. He was older, so he usually won that debate.   
Though Kobe Bryant quickly rose to national recognition, I did 
not pay close attention to him. He first became nationally known while 
playing at Lower Marion High School in Philadelphia. Then in the 1996 
NBA Draft, the Charlotte Hornets drafted Kobe with the 13th pick and 
quickly traded him to Los Angeles. The Lakers also added Shaquille 
O’Neal and a few others, and by 2000 had won the first of three straight 
NBA titles. Happy that the Lakers were winning NBA titles, I still did 
not follow Kobe too closely during his rise to NBA success. The fact that 
my fellow Arkansan, Derek Fisher, helped the Lakers win three in a row 




was much more important to me.  Kobe just never drew my attention the 
way that Magic or Michael did.   
Then, in 2007, Kobe began playing for the United States Men’s 
basketball team.  Kobe mesmerized fans in international competition as 
he and his teammates attempted to redeem some of the losses USA 
basketball had experienced in the early 2000s. His best moment came 
against Spain in the 2008 Olympic Gold Medal Game in Beijing.  The 
United States held a double-digit lead going into the last quarter only to 
find Spain cut the lead to nearly nothing. Taking the burden on his back, 
Bryant scored 13 points in the final minutes of the game to ensure a 
United States victory and a Gold Medal.   
After his gold medal performance, I started to pay attention to 
Kobe Bryant. It seemed like he had done it all. He had grown into an 
elder statesman in the NBA. He had scored eighty-one in a game. He had 
won a dunk contest. He had won multiple championships. He had 
apologized. He was a multi-year all-star. He had stayed with the same 
team since his rookie year. He had done many things prior to 2008, but it 
was 2008 that made me start paying attention to Kobe in a different way. 
The Lakers won two more championships in 2009 and 2010, but 
injuries and poor teams plagued the later stages of Kobe’s career. 
Following the championship season of 2010, Kobe’s Lakers would never 
play in another NBA Conference Final. In fact, in Kobe’s final three 
seasons, the Lakers would not even make the playoffs. Bryant only 
played a few games in some of those years, 6 in 2014 and 35 in 2015.   
Despite poor teams and limited play, I became more interested in Kobe.  
In many ways, Kobe was more intriguing in the later stages of his career 
than he had been during the first few years 
Others were interested in Kobe too. Between 2006 and 2014, I 
spent most of my time in Germany teaching at a University. In local 
sports clubs Kobe became a unifying point that helped bring people 
together across cultures. Kobe and the Lakers became a topic of 
conversation among my basketball friends in ways that other NBA 





One of Kobe’s most magical games, his final game, brought us 
together. He had announced that 2016 would be his final season, and 
since the Lakers were not even close to making the playoffs, it became 
apparent that Kobe’s final game would be April 13th in Los Angeles 
against Utah. It had been a terrible season. The team had only won 16 
games. Kobe had played in 65 games averaging around 16 points per 
game. Yet the stage had been set for that final game, and Kobe would 
produce the way we all expected Kobe to produce. He astounded his 
fans, teammates, and everyone watching by scoring 60 points, including 
several clutch baskets in the closing minutes. It was art at its finest. 
I watched Kobe’s final game sitting in a conference room in 
small-town Arkansas with a couple of friends from Germany. Ironically, 
my friends and I did not really come to the conference room to watch 
Kobe. We were more interested in watching Stephen Curry, Klay 
Thompson, and the rest of the Golden State Warriors attempt to win an 
NBA record 73rd game of the season. This should have been the biggest 
story of the evening. After all, with the victory the Warriors would take 
the record away from the great Jordan-led Chicago Bulls. As we flipped 
back and forth between games, it became clear that we had better watch 
Kobe.   
Kobe played 42 minutes, scored 60 points, and won the game.  
He scored from all levels hitting jumpers, threes, and free throws. It was 
vintage Kobe, and in small-town Arkansas, friends from the United 
States and Germany loved every minute of it. 
On Sunday morning, January 26, 2020, the news that Kobe 
Bryant had died scrolled across my television screen. I first thought that 
this had to be some reaction to a comedy skit from Saturday Night Live 
or one of the late night talk shows the night before. However, it was not.  
I texted someone writing “Kobe.” They texted back “sad.”   
Later that day, I saw several other members of the basketball 
community. When I arrived at the gym, it became clear that I was not the 
only one who was sad. The basketball community had lost one of its 
own. For many college-age players, Kobe had been their Magic Johnson 




or Michael Jordan. He had been the one they had cheered for as 
elementary and junior high students. As expressions of support poured 
out across the country, basketball players turned to their shoes. Player 
after player wrote messages on their shoes to honor their fallen 
basketball hero. Major sports news programs showed some of these shoe 
tributes. Shoe tributes to Kobe also existed in small gyms in small-town 
Arkansas. 
Kobe’s legacy is deep, and it goes far beyond basketball. He 
championed the difficult task of pursuing your passion with a fierce 
competitiveness and demanding excellence from yourself and those 
around you. He made it clear that greatness comes from hard work and 
nothing less. He proclaimed the Mamba Mentality.   
Kobe left the culture many things. He embraced his creative and 
artistic side. His short film, Dear Basketball, for which he won an 
Academy Award, brilliantly conveys the hopes and dreams of so many 
kids who grew up in the basketball community. His commitment to 
coaching his daughter and helping organize leagues for young men and 
women helped encourage fathers to do their best to be “girldads.” His 
passion for his Italian hometown, his willingness to keep his Italian and 
Spanish language skills alive, and his support for soccer players, 
reminded everyone that the people of the world are tightly connected 
even though that seems sometimes easily forgotten. Kobe left a certain 
impact on basketball, but he also left an impact on the broader culture. 
Just a few months after the passing of Kobe, Fred “Curly” Neal passed 
away in his home on March 26. Curly’s career came much before Kobe.  
In fact, it is not too difficult to argue that much of what Curly did paved 
the way for Kobe. 
Born in Greensboro, NC in 1942, Curly Neal played college 
basketball at Johnson C. Smith University in Charlotte, NC. He averaged 
23.1 points per game and was named All-Conference during his senior 
year at Smith.   
However, Curly’s basketball fame would come as a member of 





to 1985. He played more than 6,000 games in 97 countries. Known for 
his long distant shooting and for being a masterful entertainer, Curly was 
best known for his dribbling skills.   
The Globetrotters are central to the spread of basketball in the 
United States and internationally. Curly and his teammates traveled 
around the world multiple times bringing people of various backgrounds 
together to watch basketball entertainment at the highest level. As Global 
Ambassadors for the United States, the Globetrotters represented, and 
helped shape, perspectives on American Culture to international 
audiences. 
With his baldhead and dribbling sequences, Curly easily became 
one of the most recognizable Globetrotters. His fame only grew with 
appearances in the cartoon Scooby Doo and in several Globetrotter 
specific cartoons. The cartoon experiences expanded to both animated 
and in-person movie and television roles. Basketball fans were inspired 
by the long distant shots and dribbling exhibitions. However, on the 
court and in popular culture, Curly brought a culture of joy to those who 
never played or really even watched basketball. 
Curly and the Globetrotters received several awards for their 
efforts. The Globetrotters were inducted into the National Basketball 
Hall of Fame. Curly was inducted into the North Carolina sports Hall of 
Fame in 2008 and had his Globetrotters #22 Jersey retired in Madison 
Square Garden the same year.   
In small-town Arkansas, I remember being excited when the 
Globetrotters appeared on Scooby Doo. I would go out into the driveway, 
grab a basketball, and try to copy the tricks I saw Curly do with the ball.  
Could I lay down on the ground and dribble? Could I spin the ball on my 
finger? Could I roll the ball from one end of my arm, across the back of 
my neck, to the end of my other arm. Curly’s inspiration led to hours of 
practice and fun on a cracked driveway in small-town Arkansas.  We 
spent hours practicing what Curly taught us. I would play on my own, or 
if I was lucky, be joined by siblings or kids from the neighborhood.   




At school, we turned the skills Curly taught us into a 
performance. In a program called Little Dribblers, we elementary 
basketball players performed at halftime of local high school games. We 
performed different ball handling skills, wrapping the ball around our 
legs, back, and head. We dribbled around our backs and through our legs.  
The final act to our Little Dribblers show was to lay down on our side 
and dribble the basketball, then stand up and spin the ball on our finger.  
We did all of this while Sweet Georgia Brown, the Globetrotter’s theme 
music, was blaring over the loud speakers.   
Curly Neal, and his globetrotter teammates, helped us love 
basketball. Curly brought joy to small-town Arkansas and helped young 
men and women fall in love with the magic of basketball.  He paved the 
way for many. He might have even helped pave the way for Kobe. 
The loss of Kobe and Curly in early 2020 represented the loss of two 
geniuses. They both affected the basketball world in big cities and in 
small-town Arkansas. They brought people together. However, it was not 
just basketball. Kobe and Curly both contributed mightily to the sport of 
basketball, but also to the culture of the world. They were artists who 
painted with long distant shots, powerful dunks, last second buzzer 
beaters, and inspiring dribbling exhibitions. To the families of Kobe and 
Curly, thank you for sharing them with the world. To Kobe and Curly, 
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IN MEMORIAM: RUTH BADER GINSBERG 
 
By Morgan Proffitt 
 
Ruth Bader Ginsburg. 
Even the name itself is powerful. 
Though her stature was small (barely 5 feet tall), the “notorious 
RBG” (as she was called by her fans) had a presence that was anything 
but. She was born in 1933. 
As a young Jewish woman from Brooklyn, Justice Ginsburg 
excelled in her studies with the help and support from her mother, an 
incredibly strong influence in her life. The day before her high school 
graduation however, Ginsburg’s mother passed away, marking one of the 
first of many adversities Ginsburg would be asked to overcome in the 
course of her long life. After graduating at the top of her class at Cornell 
University in 1954, Ginsburg married the man who would be her lifelong 
partner, Martin, and started a family. Both she and Martin enrolled at 
Harvard Law School in 1956, where Ginsburg was one of nine women in 
a class of 500 people. 
During this first year of law school, her husband was diagnosed 
with cancer, and Ginsburg took on the task of maintaining her own 
studies plus her husband Martin’s. Despite overt discrimination from the 
administration at Harvard Law, Ginsburg excelled, eventually serving as 
the first female member of the Harvard Law Review. With Martin’s 
recovery came his graduation and a job in New York City, where 
Ginsburg transferred to and graduated from Columbia Law (tied for top 
of her class, of course) in 1959. 
Despite this academic success, Ginsburg struggled to find a job 
due to gender based discrimination in the legal world. Eventually, after 
being unable to secure a job with equal pay to her male counterparts, 
Ginsburg pursued research in civil procedure before accepting a 
professorship, first at Rutgers University (1963-1972) and then later at 




Columbia University (1972-1980). In 1972, Ginsburg founded the 
Women’s Rights Project of the American Civil Liberties Union, a project 
that “through litigation, community outreach, advocacy and public 
education... empowers poor women, women of color and immigrant 
women who have been subject to gender bias and who face pervasive 
barriers to equality.”1  Ginsburg went on to argue numerous cases 
devoted to ending gender discrimination, including 6 before the US 
Supreme Court (Duren v. Missouri, Califano v. Goldfarb, Edwards v. 
Healy, Weinberger v. Weisenfeld, Kahn v. Shevin, and Frontiero v. 
Richardson).2  
In 1980, Jimmy Carter nominated her to the District of 
Columbia’s US Court of Appeals, which she served on until her 
nomination in 1993 to the US Supreme Court by Bill Clinton. Ginsburg’s 
style on the bench was one of slow, steady, calculated advocation - she 
believed the power to change laws and society remained with Congress, 
with the courts as a guiding voice. However, this does not mean that 
Ginsburg was shy in expressing her opinion - known in her later years 
primarily for her dissenting opinions, Ginsburg was, in my opinion, the 
example of how to remain a part of a fellowship even if you often 
disagreed with it. 
As a woman entering into the world of theology and ministry, I 
too often find myself on the outside of discussions, no chair left for me at 
the table. Ruth Bader Ginsburg serves as an example to me for her 
                                               
1 “FAQs: The ACLU Women’s Rights Project and Women’s History 
Month.” American Civil Liberties Union. Accessed February 26, 2021. 
https://www.aclu.org/other/faqs-aclu-womens-rights-project-and-womens-
history-month. 
2 Christensen, Andrew. “Washington and Lee University LibGuides: 
Ruth Bader Ginsburg: A Reading List: Arguments before the Supreme Court.” 







perseverance in the midst of rejection, for her passion no matter the cold 
shower thrown on her, and her vision of the future that she never forgot. 
When asked how she would like to be remembered, Ginsburg 
replied, “Someone who used whatever talent she had to do her work to 
the very best of her ability. And to help repair tears in her society, to 
make things a little better through the use of whatever ability she has. To 
do something… outside myself.” In the aftermath of her death in 
September 2020, women around the world grieved the loss of a life so 
well lived that it changed the course for millions after her. While her seat 
on the bench is now filled, the legacy she left behind is not one of medals 
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IN MEMORIAM: HANK AARON 
 
By Dr. Eric Gross 
 
Growing up in the 1970’s, the flow of time across the arc of 
childhood and adolescence played out like a song, with each year a 
measure in 2/4 time, with the rhythm marked by two great beats of the 
calendar’s drum. The first, of course, was Christmas, the summer solstice 
of the kid year. The second followed roughly six months later, when my 
dad and I made our annual pilgrimage from Tallahassee, Florida, to 
Atlanta, Georgia, to watch the Atlanta Braves play a series against the 
Chicago Cubs. My dad, having come into this world and danced through 
his own song of youth on an Illinois prairie farm, was a lifelong Cubs 
fan; and I, of course, always rooted for the Braves. This yearly ritual 
was, and remains, the source of many of my fondest experiences with, 
and memories of, my father. Our first trip was in 1971, when I was nine; 
our last, after a break of three years rudely forced by the arrival of 
adulthood and its responsibilities, was in 1984. 
 In 1972 and 1973, Hank Aaron was closing in on Babe Ruth's 
homerun record. Every time Hank came to bat, the energy in the stadium 
suddenly and palpably changed. The crowd would clap, chant and stomp 
their feet in a building crescendo as he sauntered from the warm-up 
circle to the plate, and then, when he reached it and set into his stance, 
fall fell quiet with eerie swiftness. Expectation was as thick in the air as 
the Atlanta humidity. Every pitch was a catharsis; every swing a 
collective exhalation. Every line-riding foul ball soaring out to the far 
seats a rising exclamation followed by a deep diminuendo. Every mighty 
swing and a miss sent out a psychic ripple that seemed almost visible, 
hitting the crowd like a shockwave, knocking loose the held breath that 
one never realized they'd been restraining. Every ball called was a 
ratcheting up of the tension another notch; how much longer could the 
standoff go on? When would ball and bat meet, and what might follow 





the crowd let out a deep and resonant "Awwww!", but then cheered him 
anyway. Sometimes, of course, he walked—often at the intentional 
choice of the pitcher, a tactic which drew a loud and long chorus of hoots 
and boos from the fans, and sometimes a clucking and bawking, chiding 
his lack of courage and aversion to risk. Sometimes, of course, Hank 
grounded out, or sent a long fly ball deep into the outfield, but not far 
enough; both cases produced an anti-climactic sigh as the accumulated 
tension released and the crowd reset itself for the next man at the plate.  
Sometimes, of course, Aaron got one past the infielders, or 
between the outfielders, scoring a single or double or the rare triple; this 
elicited a barrage of cheers, but also came with a kind of enthusiastic 
disappointment -- no, nope, not this time. But maybe next. And then, of 
course, sometimes it was that next time, and Hank would unload all his 
might into a great, full, roundhouse swing, an uncoiling of the wound 
spring, the blurred arc of the bat and a sharp, rifle-shot impact. The ball 
would arch high, a tiny white blur against the green field and blue seats, 
outbound on a trajectory that sometimes seemed as if it would climb into 
the afternoon clouds or evening twilight, until it sailed out of sight. And 
then, the great ovation began; the glowing number on the electronic 
marquee would blink over and upwards another digit, and the distance to 
legend was now one less.  
And so beat the rhythm of the year, one after the other. We were 
not at Atlanta-Fulton County Stadium at 9:07 PM on April 8, 1974, when 
Hank Aaron uncoiled on the second pitch from the Los Angeles’ 
Dodgers legendary lefty Al Downing, and sent it 385 feet over the left 
field wall. But we were there through the virtual eye of television, and it 
is a moment I still remember.  
History will remember Hank Aaron for a great many things, for 
the many records he made, the many he held and the many he still holds. 
It will remember Hank Aaron for his 23-year career, a career begun in 
the early years of the Civil Rights Movement, and played out during its 
greatest trials, tragedies and ultimate triumph, and a career whose 
ultimate moment was played out between the wild cheers and adoration 




of millions on one hand, and virulent letters full of racial hatred and 
multiple death threats on the other. History will remember Hank Aaron 
as his friends and teammates most remember him – a man of quiet, solid 
character and firm faith; humble, courageous, compassionate and full of 
good will. May history also remember him for his last public appearance, 
and a last, great display of his character, when on January 5th, 2021, he, 
along with several other accomplished and prominent African-
Americans, received a COVID-19 vaccination in hopes of assuaging the 
fears of those in the black community concerning its safety.  
History will rightly remember Hank Aaron for many things. I 
will forever remember him for those long-ago moments, suspended now 
in time by memory’s golden amber, when the crowd hushed, the breath 
caught in the throat, and the world slowed to a stop in the instant 
between when a little white ball left one man’s hand and fell within the 
arc of another man’s bat, sixty feet and six inches away.  
Thank you, Hank. I hope you're walking out of a cornfield 
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THE SOTERIOLOGICAL NECESSITY OF A FULL 
INCARNATION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR BELIEVERS 
 
By Addison Yates 
 
That Jesus of Nazareth was fully divine is certainly no small 
assertion. Many reject this idea today, from atheists to those of Jewish or 
Islamic faith; however, even Jesus’ earliest disciples were uncertain 
about his divinity. Direct inquiries and pronouncements about Jesus’ 
divine identity are observed throughout the Gospel accounts, both from 
Jesus himself (Matt 11:2-5; Mark 14:61-62; Luke 6:5; 22:69-70; John 
5:16-18; 8:48-59; 10:30; 14:6-10) and those he dwelt among (Matt 
16:13-17; Mark 1:1; 1:23-24; 3:11; 4:41; 5:7; 8:27-29; 6:2-3; 15:39; 
Luke 9:18-20; John 1:1-18; 1:29-34; 20:28; 20:31). After Jesus’ death 
and resurrection, early Christians identified and worshipped him as 
divine Lord, but controversies about his divine identity failed to cease: 
For example, the doctrine of Ebionism arose in the first century, 
proposing that Jesus was not the divine Son of God but merely a man 
adopted by God;1 later, the Arian doctrine, which similarly (but 
uniquely) claims that the Son is wholly subordinate to the Father, 
appeared and was declared heretical at the first major ecumenical 
Christian council (Nicaea I, 325 C.E.).2 Support for heretical doctrines 
persisted even after conciliar condemnation, but despite internal 
challenges to Jesus’ divinity, early Christians established at Nicaea I and 
affirmed at subsequent councils the orthodoxy of the fully divine identity 
of Jesus. 3 This doctrine has generally been held as a defining belief of 
                                               
1 Amy Weber, “Ebionites,” Salem Press Encyclopedia, 2015. 
2 Gerald O’Collins, Christology: A Biblical, Historical, and Systematic 
Study of Jesus, Second Edition. (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 
2009), 181–4. 
3 Ibid., 181–187; Joseph T. Lienhard, “The ‘Arian’ Controversy: Some 
Categories Reconsidered,” Theological Studies 48, no. 3 (September 1, 1987): 
415. 
 




Christians at all times; the church father Athanasius even stated that 
those who deny the divinity of Christ, as Arians did, are not Christians at 
all.4 
The doctrine of the humanity of Jesus, like that of his divinity, 
also faced challenges within early Christianity. Many believers struggled, 
understandably, to reconcile the idea of a fully divine Jesus with that of a 
fully human Jesus, and some doctrines eased this struggle by simply 
abandoning his humanity: For instance, Docetism, which gained 
popularity among Christians during the second century, claimed that the 
divine Son never actually assumed human nature but only appeared to be 
human during Jesus’ life.5 Later, Apollinarius of Laodicea developed a 
related but distinct doctrine: he asserted, in defense of Christ’s full 
divinity and unity, that the eternally existent Word did not truly become 
flesh but only took the place of a mind and soul in the human body of 
Jesus.6 These doctrines that denied the full incarnation of the Son were 
largely rejected by the early Christians; 7 however, especially within 
Christian sects that deemphasize the catholic history of the church, 
equally high Christologies persist unintentionally in the minds of some 
believers today.8 These believers, who regularly affirm the utter divinity 
of Jesus in worship, may profess his humanity in principle but find 
themselves uncomfortable in practice with the idea that God became 
fully man. Their underlying high Christological views likely affect how 
                                               
4 Victor I. Ezigbo, Introducing Christian Theologies: Voices from 
Global Christian Communities, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Lutterworth Press, 2013), 
156, https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1ffjnm7. 
5 O’Collins, Christology, 169; Ezigbo, Introducing Christian 
Theologies, 1:151. 
6 O’Collins, Christology, 186–7; Ezigbo, Introducing Christian 
Theologies, 1:158–9. 
7 O’Collins, Christology, 169, 186; Ezigbo, Introducing Christian 
Theologies, 1:151, 159. 
8 Scott Adair, “Like Us in Every Way: Helping Students at Harding 
University Identify with Jesus” (PhD diss., Fuller Theological Seminary, 2010), 
40–3. 




they perceive God, understand humanity, relate to Jesus, and understand 
his saving work. 
In response to contemporary high Christologies, I will argue here 
that Jesus underwent a full incarnation: The eternal Word surrendered all 
divine privileges to become one with humanity, fully taking on human 
nature and totally giving up any superhuman presence, knowledge, or 
powers. I will defend this claim by contending that a full incarnation was 
soteriologically necessary, i.e., that it was required for Jesus’ salvific 
work to be effective. Furthermore, I will address possible dangers of 
Christologies that diminish Jesus’ humanity and present some of the bold 
implications of Jesus’ full incarnation for those who follow him. In 
summary, the goal of this work is twofold: to demonstrate that Jesus had 
to be fully human to save humanity and to explore the significance of his 
full humanity for all Christians. 
 O’Collins identifies that salvation played a central role in the 
early development of Christian doctrine: 
 
Right from the outset, the driving force behind theological 
inquiry and official teaching about Jesus was clearly the 
experience of salvation. Having experienced through him the 
forgiveness of sins, the gift of the Holy Spirit, and the new life of 
grace in community, Christians asked themselves: what 
questions does this experience of salvation raise about Jesus, his 
being, and his identity? What did/does he have to be as the 
cause, in order to save us in the way that we have experienced 
(the effect)?9 
The earliest Christians sought to see who Jesus was through the lens of 
his salvific work that they had personally experienced; however, before 
considering the Savior in this way, one must first establish what exactly 
his effect, salvation, was. Scripture identifies several effects of Jesus’ 
                                               
9 O’Collins, Christology, 159–60. 




work, including atonement for sins (1 John 2:2), redemption from a curse 
(Gal 3:13), righteous transformation (2 Cor 5:21), peace with God (Rom 
5:1), divine adoption (Eph 1:5), proximity to the Father (John 14:6-7), a 
divine indwelling (Gal 2:20), and eternal life (John 3:16). Given that 
Scripture offers an assortment of descriptions of Jesus’ work, one might 
look to the ecumenical councils that produced official teachings about 
Jesus’ being for an authoritative, unifying soteriological doctrine; 
however, these councils offer little clarification about the salvation he 
effected or how he effected it, and unsurprisingly, soteriological views 
vary considerably across Christianity.10 A full treatment of historical or 
biblical soteriology lies far beyond the scope of this work, but relevant, 
major issues in soteriology will be briefly discussed here. 
 The very concept of salvation necessitates that humans need 
saving from some threatening force. Soteriological doctrines typically 
identify evil and sin as this force, though they may differ in their 
understanding of evil and humanity’s relationship with it.11 Salvation 
encompasses not only that which humanity is saved from but also that 
which humanity is saved for; this can be seen in the salvational idea of 
atonement, the reconciliation of humans with God that restores a 
damaged relationship.12 Once a soteriological doctrine has defined the 
human need for redemption, it must describe the manner in which this 
need was met, and in Christian  
theology, theories of atonement do this by proposing how exactly Jesus 
accomplished salvation.13 
                                               
10 O'Collins, 297; Victor I. Ezigbo, Introducing Christian Theologies: 
Voices from Global Christian Communities, vol. 2 (Cambridge: Lutterworth 
Press, 2015), 54, https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1ffjnnr; Ben Pugh, Atonement 
Theories: A Way through the Maze (Cambridge: James Clarke & Co Ltd, 2014), 
125–6, http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1cgf45k. 
11 O’Collins, Christology, 298–300; Ezigbo, Introducing Christian 
Theologies, 2:53. 
12 O’Collins, Christology, 298; Paul Lagasse and Columbia University, 
“Atonement,” The Columbia Encyclopedia (Columbia University Press, 2018). 
13 Lagasse and Columbia University, “Atonement.” 




 Before the presentation of arguments, any discussion of 
atonement theories should begin with an acknowledgement of the 
inherent inadequacy of human theories, language, and minds to capture 
that which is divine. Anselm of Canterbury demonstrates this kind of 
humble theological approach when asked to explain Jesus’ atonement: 
 
What you are asking of me exceeds my capabilities. . . . I am 
also very reluctant to honor your request . . . because just as it 
deals with Him who is beautiful in appearance above the sons of 
men, so it is also adorned with a rationale which exceeds human 
understanding. Hence, I fear that just as I am accustomed to 
becoming indignant with untalented artists when I see the Lord 
Himself portrayed with an uncomely countenance, so it may 
happen to me [that I provoke indignation] if I presume to explore 
such an elegant topic by an inelegant and contemptible 
discourse.14 
Thus, atonement theories are best understood as imperfect portraits that 
convey Christ’s work in part but never in the transcendent fullness and 
depth of God’s salvation itself. Therefore, the necessity of a full 
incarnation cannot be effectively defended from within a single 
atonement theory, as such a necessity would only be demonstrated for 
that theory’s image of salvation; to be robust, this necessity must be 
supported across multiple theories. With this in mind, three of the most 
common atonement theories will be given brief consideration here with 
respect to their reliance on a full incarnation: the ransom-to-Satan theory, 
the penal substitution theory, and the moral influence theory. 
The ransom-to-Satan theory of atonement portrays Jesus’ death 
as a price paid to the devil to free humanity from his captivity; in this 
                                               
14 Anselm of Canterbury, Complete Philosophical and Theological 
Treatises of Anselm of Canterbury, trans. Jasper Hopkins and Herbert 
Richardson (Minneapolis: A.J. Banning Press, 2000), 301–2. 
 




theory, Satan held a legitimate power over humanity such that God could 
not rightly take back humanity’s freedom by force.15 Jesus, to 
accomplish salvation rightly, deceived the devil by masking his divine 
identity within human nature so that, as Gregory of Nyssa describes, “the 
hook of Deity might be gulped down along with the bait of flesh.”16 God 
thus tricked Satan into a ransom exchange through Jesus’ incarnate 
death: God freed humanity at the price of Jesus’ blood. 
The effectiveness of the atonement outlined by the ransom-to-
Satan theory depends on a fully human Son. As the church father 
Irenaeus wrote, “If a human being had not overcome the enemy of 
humanity, the enemy would not have been rightly overcome.”17 God 
could not rightly, in his divinity, overpower Satan to free humanity 
because Satan maintained rightful control over humanity. If Jesus had 
retained divine powers and not fully assumed a human nature in his 
incarnation, he would have freed humanity in an unjust way, and because 
God’s character is just, the only method he had to restore humanity from 
the devil’s captivity was a full incarnation: a defeating of Satan from 
within humanity rather than from divinity. Human beings were unable to 
save themselves from Satan’s power, so God became a man to save 
humanity as the ultimate human, surrendering all of his divine privileges 
in the process of incarnation so that Satan would be rightly overcome. 
The second atonement theory to be considered is that of penal 
substitution. Highly popular among evangelicals, penal substitution 
                                               
15 Pugh, Atonement Theories: A Way through the Maze, 7. 
16 Gregory of Nyssa, “Great Catechism,” in Gregory of Nyssa: 
Dogmatic Treatises, Etc., ed. Philip Shaff and Henry Wace, trans. William 
Moore and Henry Austin Wilson, vol. 5, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the 
Christian Church II (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, n.d.), 492, 
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf205. 
17 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 3. 18. 7, quoted in O’Collins, 
Christology, 160. 
 




theory claims that God punished Jesus for the sins of humanity.18 Pugh 
explains this theory: 
 
Penal substitution simply means that Jesus died to bear the 
penalty for my sins, hence “penal,” and that he did this in my 
place, hence “substitution.” The bearing of penalty implies that 
God needed to punish sin and that something actually happened 
to Jesus on the cross that constituted a punishment of the 
innocent Christ and which was accepted by the Father as a 
satisfactory equivalent to the punishment that was due to the 
human race as a whole.19 
 
Thus, according to penal substitution theory, God gave the punishment 
that humanity deserved to Christ, the innocent sacrifice, on the cross.20 
Christ is killed by God in humanity’s place so that sinful humanity could 
be made innocent in the eyes of God and reconciled to him.21 
 Just as in the ransom-to-Satan theory, the penal substitution 
theory necessitates a fully incarnated Jesus for atonement. According to 
Pugh, “Substitution implies that there were certain things that only Jesus 
could do for us.”22 The God-man was uniquely able to act as a substitute 
for humanity because of the full human nature he took on. A Jesus that 
existed without a fully human nature could not adequately act as a 
substitute for humanity because he would have neither a claim of true 
solidarity with humans nor a claim of true sacrifice in his receiving of 
their penalty, but a fully incarnate Son could validly take the place of 
                                               
18 Pugh, Atonement Theories: A Way through the Maze, 63; Ezigbo, 
Introducing Christian Theologies, 2:94. 
19 Pugh, Atonement Theories: A Way through the Maze, 63. 
20 Ezigbo, Introducing Christian Theologies, 2:94–5; Pugh, Atonement 
Theories: A Way through the Maze, 63–4. 
21 Ezigbo, Introducing Christian Theologies, 2:94–5; Pugh, Atonement 
Theories: A Way through the Maze, 63–4. 
22 Pugh, Atonement Theories: A Way through the Maze, 63–4. 
 




humanity as a vulnerable human himself; a fully human Son could act as 
a “satisfactory equivalent” to the Father.23 
Finally, in contrast to the first two theories, the moral influence 
theory of atonement involves an internal rather than external change; it 
proposes that Jesus’ dwelling and dying among humanity accomplishes 
reconciliation by simply revealing God’s love and inspiring sinful 
humans to repent.24 As explained by Pugh, “the cross changes our ethical 
behavior because there, in the crucified Christ, we come to understand 
something of God’s love for us. This love motivates us to change the 
way we live. This, rather than some barbaric sacrifice for the sins of 
others, is how we are     saved . . .”25 Therefore, in moral influence 
theory, atonement comes through humanity’s response to God’s love as 
it is magnificently displayed in the passion of the Christ. 
 According to the church father Tertullian, “the flesh is the hinge 
of salvation,”26 and even in the moral influence theory, atonement hinges 
on the full humanity of Jesus. Without a genuine incarnation, Jesus’ 
living and dying among us would be a meaningless act: God would 
merely be pretending to be human. If God never actually became human, 
then the life of Jesus no longer communicates the same relentless, 
transcendent love of God for humankind; Jesus would not have truly 
suffered and poured himself out for humanity but would only have 
feigned obedience unto death as an actor in a drama. Furthermore, Jesus 
would not serve as an inspiring example to identify with and follow but 
would instead be an unrelatable teacher with impossible standards. This 
Jesus no longer functions as a savior. 
 In summary, there are many ways of thinking about Jesus’ 
saving work, but no one way can claim to truly capture the essence of his 
magnificent work. A multitude of atonement theories and motifs describe 
                                               
23 Pugh, 63. 
24 Ezigbo, Introducing Christian Theologies, 2:89–90. 
25 Lagasse and Columbia University, “Atonement,” 129. 
26 Tertullian, De resurrection carnis, 8. 2, quoted in O’Collins, 
Christology, 179. 




salvation, and an incarnational dependence has been presented in at least 
some of the most popular of these theories. Now, with an argument made 
for Jesus’ full humanity, consider some of the powerful implications of 
his full incarnation. 
 If God truly became a man, then the way he lived within the 
limitations of humanhood reveals something about what it is to be 
human. In his full incarnation, Jesus willfully gave up access to the 
divine powers he had. He had no special privileges among the human 
beings he came to save; if he did, then he would not be genuinely human 
and could not claim solidarity with humanity. This consideration reveals 
several significant ramifications of the Savior, including his total 
identification with humankind, his complete reliance on the Holy Spirit, 
and his modeling of utter obedience to the will of the Father. 
 In becoming fully human, Jesus entered into unmitigated human 
disadvantage, allowing him to wholly relate to humans. As stated by 
O’Collins, “Through the incarnation, the Son of God experiences at first 
hand what it is to be human—with all our limits, including death.”27 
Furthermore, in the incarnation, God did not become man so much as he 
became one single man. Some may object that Jesus cannot identify 
universally with humanity because he was only a specific human with 
non-universal characteristics: as a first-century male Jew, he cannot 
effectively relate to, for instance, a modern North American woman. 
However, specificity is part of the inherent limitation of being human; 
the specified nature of being confined to one particular place, one 
particular time, and one particular body is paradoxically a universal trait 
of humans, and to take specificity from Jesus’ life would be to strip him 
of his humanness and bar him from identifying with humanity.28 As a 
limited human, Jesus shares the same pains, struggles, and feelings that 
are common to all of humanity, and in his risen Lordship he retains his 
                                               
27 Tertullian in O'Collins, 236. 
28 Ibid. 




understanding of human limitations to act as the perfect mediator 
between humanity and God (Heb 4:14-16). 
 Secondly, the Jesus who gave up all divine powers in his full 
incarnation was completely reliant on the Spirit to guide him, sustain 
him, and empower his work. This assertion is worthy of exploration in an 
entire work of its own, but consider briefly the meaning of a Spirit-filled 
human Christ. All four Gospel accounts record Jesus receiving the Spirit 
at the time of his adult baptism (Matt 3:13-17, Mark 1:9-11, Luke 3:21-
23, John 1:32-34), and his ministry begins only once this event has 
occurred, indicating the importance of the Spirit’s indwelling for his 
work. In his full humanity, Jesus is neither omnipresent nor omniscient, 
and on his own he does not know the future (e.g. Matt 17:22-23, Mark 
11:1-3) or the secrets of others (e.g. Matt 12:25, John 4:17-18); however, 
the Spirit that indwells him guides him and shares this knowledge with 
him, allowing him to make such prophetic statements. John the Baptist 
testifies to this aspect of the Christ: “For he whom God has sent utters 
the words of God, for he gives the Spirit without measure” (John 3:34)29. 
In the same way, Jesus’ omnipotent acts in his ministry are Spirit-
powered; this is indicated by Jesus himself when he states that “the 
Father who dwells in me does his works” (John 14:10). Peter also credits 
God, not the human Jesus, when he describes Jesus as “a man attested to 
you by God with mighty works and wonders and signs that God did 
through him . . .” (Acts 2:22) and later states that “God anointed Jesus of 
Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with power. He went about doing good 
and healing all who were oppressed by the devil, for God was with him” 
(Acts 10:38). Thus, Jesus’ divine qualities displayed in his earthly life 
came not from retained divine privilege but from the divine Spirit of God 
that dwelt in him. 
 Finally, the incarnate Jesus acts as the ultimate example for 
humankind by demonstrating in full humanity the way that human beings 
ought to live. As a human himself, Jesus had the same abilities that all 
                                               
29 All Scripture quoted is from the English Standard Version. 




humans possess. Therefore, his life of extraordinary righteousness should 
be understood not as an impossible standard that can never be met by 
others but as a serious example for his disciples to emulate. Jesus and the 
apostles after him communicate an expectation for Christians to actually 
practice the radical love and obedience that Jesus did (e.g. Matt 7:24-27, 
Jas 1:22, 1 Pet 1:14-16); clearly, Jesus’ example of a Godly life is to be 
reflected in the lives of his disciples. Furthermore, as O’Collins 
eloquently states, Jesus’ life “reveals that one can be fully human without 
being merely human.”30 Human beings, as the God-man demonstrates, 
can participate in divine nature (2 Pet 1:4) and, by the power of the same 
Spirit that dwelt in Jesus, live in a way that transcends mere humanity. 
The incarnate Son of God, in his complete humanity, illustrated for 
humanity what a human life should look like: radical righteousness, 
radical enemy love, radical humility, and radical obedience to the 
Creator. The divine God joined entirely with humanity so that humanity 
might join with him, not only in the afterlife but also their present, 
earthly living. And still today, the risen Lord calls out to humanity: 
 
Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden, and I will give 
you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me, for I am 
gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for your souls. 
For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light. 
(Matt 11:28-30)
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CHRISTINE DE PIZAN 
 
By Aurora Brown 
 
In the late medieval period, there lived a woman named 
Christine de Pizan. She wrote a book called The Book of the City of 
Ladies. This was a book about women. It was a book about all the 
amazing things women brought into the world. Her book focused solely 
on the women and the infinite splendor that they brought into the world. 
In building this City of Ladies, she created a refuge for women to flock 
to in the future during a time when the world was dangerous for women. 
France, during the time Christine de Pizan lived, was in turmoil. 
The end of the 14th century and the beginning of the 15th century saw 
the tail end of the Great Schism and the beginning of the Reformation. 
The Hundred Years War was still going strong, and France itself was 
engaged in a complicated and tumultuous civil war1. Pizan, born the 
daughter of the court astrologist and later wife to the royal notary, was 
surrounded by political intrigue.2 While the Great Schism and the 
Hundred Years War were very influential and intertwined with the events 
in France, Christine de Pizan focused her writing on the situation in 
France; therefore the civil war will be the main focus in this exploration 
of the context surrounding her work.  
Charles V, King of France, was seen as one of the greater kings 
at the time. Pizan herself wrote a book called The Book of the Deeds and 
Good Practices of the Wise King Charles V memorializing him after his 
death. She also crafted the piece in the hopes of influencing the current 
leaders at the time of publication.3. She made comments about the state 
of France using this biography. “France, which Charles V had left 
restored and prosperous when he died in 1380, soon fell upon evil 
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days.”4 This was due to many reasons but began with the regents. His 
son was only eleven at the time and Charles V left clear instructions for 
who was to be regent. The Duke of Anjou, the eldest of Charles V’s three 
brothers, rightly claimed this role until Charles VI turned 14 and came of 
age. During this time, the three brothers, the Duke of Anjou, the Duke of 
Burgundy, and the Duke of Berry, placed high taxes on the people 
ignited severe unrest and several uprisings.5  
When Charles VI came of age, he used his uncles’ advice until 
he could retain some of his own freedom. When he was 23 Charles VI 
began to have violent hallucinations. His brother, Louis, the Duke of 
Orleans, became a paramount advisor to the king as the times of lucidity 
became shorter and shorter. One scholar noted [f]or France it had been 
better if the King had died at the time of the first crisis. Nothing could 
have been worse for the country than the situation created by the 
character of his disorder.”6 
Throughout the initial failings of Charles VI’s mind, France 
experienced several rebellions and consistent inconsistency with the 
English, fluctuating between war and peace for many years. The two 
factions vying for power over Charles VI’s regency were the Orleanists, 
under Charles VI’s brother, Louis, and the Burgundians, under his uncle, 
Philip the Bold and after his death in 1404, his cousin Jean the Fearless. 
Charles VI’s wife, Queen Isabel Bavaria, held some sway among the 
factions for regency. This is why when Philip the Bold died and Isabel’s 
favor turned toward Duke Louis and the Orleanists, Jean the Fearless 
took some extreme measures to reduce their power. 
In 1407, “Duke Louis was set upon in the streets of Paris by a 
gang of armed men, who stabbed him to death.”7 Jean the Fearless, Duke 
of Burgundy confessed to the Dukes of Anjou and Berry, his uncles, that 
he had ordered the murder and promptly fled Paris. This began the period 
of violent civil war in France. The name of the opposing faction changed 
from Orleanists to Armagnacs when the son of the murdered Duke, 
Charles, was married to Count Armagnac’s daughter. They declared a 
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need for revenge upon the Burgundians and violence commenced. Both 
sides sought the aid of Henry IV, King of England and invited the 
foreign army to pillage the French countryside along with their own 
soldiers when they were not fighting battles.8 
Once Henry gained a foothold in France for himself, the French 
tried to stop his advancing further but the two factions could not work 
together well enough. This led to the infamous battle of Agincourt in 
1415. The French sustained high casualties even though they were the 
larger and better equipped force. Eventually, Henry took further steps 
into France. Both sides tried to create a truce with Henry and each other 
but it repeatedly failed. Queen Isabel had been exiled by Charles VI 
during one of his moments of lucidity which promoted her to ally herself 
with Jean the Fearless against her son, the Dauphin and the Argamacs.  
Together they seized Paris and the king while the Dauphin escaped. She 
declared herself regent and appointed Duke Jean to be the governor. He 
made himself the hero of France, repelling the English.9 
Once again, the two factions tried to work together when they 
could not displace the English by themselves. This never happened 
because the Argamacs tricked the Duke of Burgundy into a trap meeting 
with the Dauphin where then killed him. The new Duke of Burgundy, 
Philip, gave all his efforts and allegiance to the English, along with 
Isabel and her daughter Catherine. The two made a Treaty with Henry 
that upon his marrying Princess Catherine, he would be declared regent 
and heir of Charles VI. He married Princess Catherine in 1420 and began 
to institute his own rule. This created a third faction; a piece of the 
Burgundians broke off, remaining independent of the English. Henry 
remained in power until he died in 1422. Charles VI died not long after 
and little Henry VI became king with his regent, John the Duke of 
Bedford. In the southern part of France, Charles VII was declared king, 
although he did not have much power at all. The English under Bedford 
continued to conquer more of France until Joan of Arc began her 
campaign to regain her country with Charles VII.10 
Christine de Pizan lived through these events in the French court 
as a professional writer. She engages in a diverting debate in the middle 
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of it over a famous book among the nobility, Romance of the Rose.11 
Written by two authors separated by 40 years, the two parts are very 
different. David Hult remarked in his book, “Guillaume de Lorris 
composed the initial four thousand verses about 1235, and Jean de Meun 
added about seventeen thousand verses, more than four times the 
original--about 1265.”12 Lorris’ portion of the book fits squarely in the 
court romance genre, which well known at the time. Noble women were 
wooed and admired by court knights who had to face opposition in order 
to earn the hand of the beautiful lady. In this story, the poet dreams he 
has fallen in love with a rose because he has been pierced by an arrow of 
the god of love, but he cannot reach her through the thorns. The rest of 
the story is about the poet’s attempts to reach the rose but each time was 
unsuccessful. 
Jean de Meun’s addition created more characters who gave long 
monologues and speeches. The themes were no longer in line with court 
romance as they created a satire about women and their behavior. He 
wrote his female characters to be greedy, lustful creatures who will 
manipulate a man to receive his wealth and portrayed marriage as a 
miserable fate only the dumbest of men get tricked into. He writes a 
woman, Reason, who tries to seduce the poet/Lover away from the rose 
he has been seeking and the book ends with an obscene, barely masked 
by metaphor, sex scene.13 
Christine de Pizan read the book but did not make a comment 
until Jean de Montreuil enthusiastically endorsed the book and the 
author. She quickly makes her sentiments of horror and disgust towards 
the book known. Thus this paved the way for the Debate of the Romance 
of the Rose. For several years, the French high society watched as Pizan 
and her college Jean Gerson wrote letters back and forth with Montreuil 
and Gontier Col. Christine criticizes the work for its false portrayal of 
women, its obscenity and encouragement of lascivious behavior, and its 
potential danger for an innocent reader. 14 
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Pizan collected the letters and created a pamphlet which she 
presented to Queen Isabel and the ladies at court. It quickly became the 
hot topic that distracted everyone from the civil strife. It was because of 
this debate and other authors with similar views of women that Christine 
de Pizan wrote her two books, The Book of the City of Ladies and 
Treasury of the City of Ladies. A summary of The Book of the City of 
Ladies will be explored more later. Pizan made it her personal goal to 
combat these misrepresentations of women and their virtues.15  
In doing this she tunes in to an ongoing argument that has been 
called “The Woman Question”. Authors and philosophers from, Aristotle 
to Augustine to Aquinas to Boccaccio and Chaucer, have expressed on it. 
Either in support for women’s good attributes or believing that women 
are only defective men, these authors gave Christine de Pizan plenty of 
material to combat even before Jean de Meun’s misogynistic story. 
Christine de Pizan’s life and writings were dictated by the state 
of France around her. She wrote in response to the characters of the 
French court and their interests. Many of them were her patrons and 
requested some of her poetry or stories. Many of her other books were 
directly in response to the civil war ripping the nation apart. Who was 
Christine de Pizan though? 
Christine de Pizan would have never become the well-known 
and prolific writer she is today without the unfortunate set of 
circumstances that befell her shortly after tragedy struck the nation. 
Pizan was born in Italy but moved to France with her family when she 
was three years old. Her father was to be the court astrologist for Charles 
V. Her father educated her, against her mother’s wishes, the same as he 
did his sons. She loved learning. She learned to read Latin and the 
vernacular languages. This proved vital for her survival once her father 
and her husband died. Then she began reading and learning every topic 
she could get her hands on.1617 
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She was married to a court notary when she was young and 
lived happily with him as a housewife until his death when she was 23 
years old. In 1389 her father died and the very next year, her husband 
was killed by the plague. She was given sole caretaker responsibilities of 
her mother, three children and niece when her two brothers abandoned 
her to live on their property in Italy. She was left to find her own source 
of income as well as fight for the money she was owed by the French 
court after her husband’s death. This is when she picked up her pen and 
began writing. 18 
The first decade of her works is made up of poetry and ballads. 
She collected her pieces and published One Hundred Ballads for the 
French court. This work was filled with poems about court love, 
loneliness, and grief.19 She added to the genre of court love by giving the 
women in her stories a stronger air. In one of her poems, she expresses 
“alone am I, to feed myself with weeping./ Alone am I, suffering or at 
rest./ Alone am I, and this pleases me the best.”20 This was different from 
the forms of court love found in Boccaccio’s writings in the Decameron 
and the Filostrato21 or in Chaucer’s writings, like The Parliament of 
Birds.22 She was greatly influenced by these writers and references back 
to them in several of her later works, including The Book of the City of 
Ladies. 
Her career really took off when she became engaged in the 
Debate of the Romance of the Rose in 1399. In an effort to distract the 
French court, Christine de Pizan published a series of letters she 
exchanged between herself and a scholar of Jean de Meun misogynistic 
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views of women. Queen Isabel and the French court had access to these 
letters. After the publishing of the Debat de la Roman de la Rose, 
Christine de Pizan was commissioned to write the biography of Charles 
V.23 It is used in history books when they mention the “Wise King 
Charles V”. It was during this period that she also wrote The Book of the 
City of Ladies. 
She used what she had learned from Chaucer’s The Legend of 
Good Women24 and Boccaccio’s Decameron25 to write the first history of 
women. The Book of the City of Ladies is a collection of stories about 
women throughout history up until the early 1400s. She used the 
storytelling device first prolifically used by Dante in The Divine 
Comedy26 of truth told through dreams. The French court and nobles 
would have been well-versed in these authors’ styles and using them 
gave Christine de Pizan credibility as an author. 
She also began to write pieces about morality. She wrote The 
Three Virtues (also called The Treasury of the City of Ladies) as a sequel 
to The Book of the City of Ladies. Then she wrote Moral Teachings to 
Her Son, Moral Proverbs, Book of Human Integrity and The Book of 
Prudence between 1400 and 1405.27 This was most likely in response to 
the civil conflict at the time. There were rebellions occurring among the 
peasants and then betrayal among the two factions vying for power. 
Some scholars question if Christine de Pizan’s writings about women 
were written specifically to support and advise Queen Isabel while she 
tried to mediate between the two Dukes.28 
                                               
23 J. H. Burns, 489. 
24 Geoffrey Chaucer, Chaucer's Lesser Poems Complete, in Present-
Day English. 
25 Kevin Brownlee. "Christine De Pizan's Canonical Authors: The 
Special Case of Boccaccio." Comparative Literature Studies 32, no. 2 (1995): 
244-61. 
26 Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy. Translated by Geoffrey 
Langdale Bickersteth. (Oxford: Published for the Shakespeare Head Press by 
Basil Blackwell, 1965). 
27 Wilson and Margolis, Women in the Middle Ages. 
28 Tracy Adams, Christine De Pizan and the Fight for France, 
(University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2014). 
 
 




The next portion of Pizan’s writings directly relate to the civil 
conflict of the time. Her political career transitioned from talking about 
morality among the common folk and nobles to morality within the 
military. She wrote Book of Feats of Arms and Chivalry and Book of 
Peace to expand on some of the comments she made in her biography of 
Charles V. She also wrote a book on body politics. Many of her ideas are 
similar to Boccaccio’s Corpus29 but she takes some of them a bit further 
when she explores the necessity of the feet of the body or the 
peasants.303132  
Author and scholar, Tracy Adams, believes that it was this 
belief in the body politic that influenced all of Pizan’s books. Christine 
de Pizan is known to be a monarchist as well as a strong supporter of the 
idea of the body politic. Therefore, when Charles VI loses the ability to 
rule, the rightful regent is his brother, the Duke of Orleans, not his uncle, 
the Duke of Burgundy. The Duke of Orleans had enough power that 
Pizan would have simply wanted an end to the conflict. Adams believes 
this is why Pizan’s writings begin with advice to the Queen for 
mediation, like in Epistle to the Queen, and books about peace. However, 
later in Pizan’s writings, when she does not seem to have as much hope 
for reconciliation, she writes more about Just War and comments on the 
turbulent state of France. She wrote her own autobiography as well.33 
After the battle of Agincourt in 1415, she wrote some of her last 
few pieces. Pizan’s consolation to the widows of the battle can be found 
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in her Epistle of the Prison of Human Life and Hours of Contemplation. 
Once the English overtook Paris in 1420, Christine de Pizan was not 
heard from for a decade. Perhaps she wrote for herself but there are no 
records of any of her writings during this time period.34 
The last time Christine de Pizan is heard from she had taken 
refuge in a convent where her daughter was a nun. Her final piece is one 
of hope for the future of France. In 1429, she wrote the first piece ever 
written about Joan of Arc: The Tale of Joan of Arc. She never found out 
about the eventual fate of Joan of Arc since she most likely died in a 
convent in 1430. It is fitting that the woman who wrote the first history 
of women was also the first person to write about the great female 
heroine of France. In her tale, she calls for all of France to return to the 
rightful king, staying consistent with her support of the body politic, as 
well as blessing the young woman who brought France to deliverance.35  
Throughout Christine de Pizan’s life, her patriotism stands out. 
She was a strong woman who was put in a difficult situation and rose 
above her circumstances. She was the first woman to write professionally 
in order to support herself and her family. Many scholars call her a proto 
feminist, as she advocated for education and equality for women before it 
was possible or accepted. Her most famous work is The Book of the City 
of Ladies because of its feminist implications. In this book she ardently 
opposes the misogynistic views and ideologies towards women at the 
time.  
In 1405, Christine de Pizan wrote The Book of the City of 
Ladies.36 Written six hundred years ago, in the Late Middle Ages, its 
relevance may superficially seem inconsequential but it still inspires 
conversation today within the ongoing puzzle of the “Woman Question”. 
Pizan’s book begins a new chapter in this ancient discussion by writing 
the first collection of women’s history. 
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She begins the book in the first person, having picked up a book 
to read as a break from her writing. She expected it to be amusing as it 
was said to be one of the few books she could find that praises women 
but she quickly became appalled by its misogynistic and false claims 
about women. The author, Matheolus, described them as deceitful, 
lustful creatures. Her mind listed all the other authors who had written 
similar things about women and she regretfully concluded that with so 
many well educated and respected authors writing the same thing, it must 
be true. She was horrified and expresses,“this thought inspired such a 
great sense of disgust and sadness in me that I began to despise myself 
and the whole of my sex as an aberration in nature.”37 
At this point she fell into a distressed sleep. In her dream state, 
she described three women coming to her to soothe her and build her 
back up. They told her she had been chosen to build a great city for 
ladies with their help. The three women were Lady Reason, Lady 
Rectitude, and Lady Justice. They scolded her despairing and doubting of 
women: “my dear girl, what has happened to your sense? Have you 
forgotten that it is in the furnace that gold is refined, increasing in value 
the more it is beaten and fashioned into different shapes? Don’t you 
know that it’s the very finest things which are the subject of the most 
intense discussion?”38 She thought back to all the reputable authors who 
had written horrible things about women and they countered her thoughts 
by saying, “believe me, despite what you’ve read in books, you’ve never 
actually seen such things because it’s all a pack of outrageous lies.”39 
This sets the scene for the rest of the book. 
Lady Reason took Pizan away from her sitting room where she 
had fallen asleep to an area where they would build the City of Ladies. 
She called this area “The Field of Letters”.40 They were there to flatten 
the ground so the city would have a sturdy, fertile space to build upon. 
The tool Lady Reason gave to Pizan was the spade of intelligence. While 
creating a solid foundation, Pizan asked Lady Reason a series of 
questions about women. She asked why men seem to hate women, are 
women aberrations of God’s beautiful Nature, and many questions 
concerning why God created women as he did. She asked why God 
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created women to weep, talk and spin. Are there women gifted with the 
highest form of knowledge and learning? Can they be leaders and 
warriors? Have women invented new knowledge? Or displayed good 
judgement? 
Together Lady Reason and Pizan examined each of the false 
claims about women and Lady Reason gave examples of women 
throughout time who displayed the characteristics in question. These 
were the queens of old or noble ladies or the Amazons, the great female 
warriors of Greece. Greeks, Romans, and Christian women were all 
listed among those having these virtuous characteristics. Lady Reason 
countered the false claims and showed that women are not less than men 
but equal in every way. Then she laid the foundation stone and they 
began to build the walls. Lady Reason used stories of great women as 
each stone protecting this beautiful city. She began with a heroic woman 
who led her people in the defense of the nation. Among the Amazons, 
she told of some women who were even better in warcraft than the 
greatest Greek warriors, Hercules and Theseus. In some of her stories, 
she told of women who inspired and led men into battle, or governed 
empires better than men. She told of women who were learned in 
philosophy, poetry, the sciences, the arts, and inventing. She spent a 
great deal of time detailing what great things women brought into the 
world, other than their children. The final stones of the walls told stories 
of women who were endowed with good judgement, prudence, and 
cleverness.41 
Then Lady Reason passed Pizan to Lady Rectitude. Together 
they were going to build the houses and buildings of the city and fill it 
with people. The finest stones were found to build these houses, women 
chosen by God to tell the world his truth and honor their parents. Lady 
Rectitude described Sibyls and prophetesses and their good deeds of 
speaking prophecy. Christine de Pizan asks why parents want boy 
children more than girl children. She wondered if it was because boys are 
more loving or can give back more than girls. Lady Rectitude reassured 
her this was not so through many stories about women going through 
difficult struggles because of their love for their parents. It was at this 
point that the buildings were finished and they were ready to fill the city 
with people.42  
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They wanted to fill the city with only the best women. They 
began with women who loved their husbands immensely. This was to 
combat all the men who said that women do not love their husbands, 
especially if they are old and studious husbands. Lady Rectitude filled 
the city with women who were steadfast, chaste, faithful, and willing to 
sacrifice anything because of their love for their husbands. She told Pizan 
about all the women who could hold on to secrets when she was asked if 
women were capable of holding their tongues. On the other end, she also 
told stories of men who should have listened to the wise advice of their 
wives or those who did and succeeded in their endeavors. Lady Rectitude 
recounted the best stories of women who saved their people and their 
cities with care, hard work, and willingness to sacrifice themselves. She 
finished filling the city with women who specifically held virtue, 
kindness, and generosity as their defining characteristics. 
The final piece of this city of ladies came from Lady Justice. The 
city needed rulers to create the high towers and fill the palaces. The 
Queen of the City of Ladies was Mary the mother of Jesus. Then Lady 
Justice introduced the other women of the New Testament. She told the 
stories of all the Saints and women who were martyred for Christ or 
witnessed their children be martyred. Finally, Christine de Pizan 
addressed all the women of the city. She tells them that the city is built to 
protect them and defend them if they are worthy of it. If they hear the lies 
of the world, they must only return back to their city to find the truth 
again. She advised them not to abuse these truths, they should be humble 
and servile to their husbands whether he was cruel or kind. She told them 
to live the virtues found in the city no matter their situation. Pizan 
challenged that those who are unkind to them will find God’s judgement, 
it is their own virtues they must worry about.43 
This book raises some interesting themes as it reputes the unkind 
words said about women. Pizan follows the writing trend of the time 
when her story begins with her falling asleep. She used Lady Reason, 
Lady Rectitude and Lady Justice to say the things that she herself could 
not. In one portion of the book with Lady Rectitude, Dream-Pizan asks 
why men say women are inconstant and Lady Rectitude lists several men 
who themselves cannot be called constant. She gives many stories of 
women who are constant as well but this criticism of men was done very 
delicately and cleverly.  
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In Jill E. Wagner’s commentary on The Book of the City of 
Ladies, she analyzes Pizan’s use of what she calls a memory palace. This 
is the idea that in order to help one remember a story or people better, 
they should imagine them, traditionally, in a specific room in the 
memory palace. Christine de Pizan expands this idea to help women 
remember their history by using a city to hold their collective memory. 
Wagner remarks that “a reader can mentally picture a part of the city and 
the virtues of the women within it.”44 
This book defends women in the best way possible: telling their 
stories. It gives women the support they need in a way that cannot be 
countered. Pizan gives women hope for their own importance and 
strength in a world that tells them they are hindrances to men, the true 
creations of Nature, and only have the purpose of creating more men. 
She encourages women today with her stories of legendary warrior 
queens and self-sacrifice. But what were her immediate effects? Did she 
have any? 
Christine de Pizan’s influence on the rest of history is not as 
notable as many other philosophers. Her contributions are more subtle. 
Even within the feminist community, Wollstonecraft, some 300 years 
later, is considered the trailblazer and originator of the feminist 
movement among scholars not Pizan. She was also the first woman in the 
medieval time period to directly challenge the “dominant misogynistic 
ideology” of the age.45 As the first woman to write professionally and the 
author of the first historical account of women, Pizan has definitely 
earned a place among the great female scholars of history.  
However, after Pizan’s death, female authorship disappeared. 
She did not immediately influence women who continued this 
conversation nor did she advocate reform. Many critics of Pizan say that 
she did not go far enough. One author, Rosalind Brown-Grant, defends 
her lack of initiative for social reform by reminding those critics of the 
time period Pizan was writing in. Pizan had to first counter the almost 
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universally accepted misogynistic view of women as inferior and sub-
human before she could make any moves towards social reform. 
Christine de Pizan’s books were about teaching women morality so they 
could live lives that would counter those misogynistic thoughts. Her 
autobiography was a way to show the world that a woman can succeed in 
a man’s field and maintain the virtues of a woman.46 
Christine de Pizan’s place in history is a preparatory one. She 
lived at the end of the medieval time period and cleared the way for 
women to begin taking a strong leadership role in the Renaissance and in 
her own time. Queen Isabel of France declared herself regent for her 
husband, King Charles VI. Then, Joan of Arc led the way for France to 
find their patriotism once again and remove the English from their 
borders. Only twenty years after Christine de Pizan’s death and Joan of 
Arc’s victories, Isabel I of Castile united Spain by arranging her own 
marriage.47 
Isabel of Castille raised her daughter to be strong as well. 
Catherine of Aragon married into the English royalty. Even though she 
did not remain queen for her whole life due to Henry VIII’s obsession 
with a male heir, she was a strong queen and rallied the troops to resist a 
Scottish invasion. Elizabeth I is also a well-known strong queen. Born a 
century after Christine de Pizan’s death, Elizabeth would have been a 
Queen fit to live in the City of Ladies. Catherine de Medici and Mary, 
Queen of Scots were also strong women of this time period. Anne of 
France wrote a letter to her daughter that was very similar in theme to 
Christine de Pizan’s Three Virtues.48 
While Pizan may not be credited with as much as other 
trailblazer feminists like Wollstonecraft, she cleared the ground for 
women in the future to take more action. She advocated for education 
and equality. She directly defended against misogynistic ideologies of 
the men at that time. She lived during a civil war and advised the queen 
to take action in order to save their nation. She was forced to watch as 
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invaders took control. In the face of conflict and opposition, Christine de 
Pizan was the first person to write about Joan of Arc and usher in the 
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One of the few things that unite humanity across all ages and 
cultures is religion. From the beginning of humanity, religion has been a 
central focus in the lives of humans. Religion has allowed humanity to 
find purpose in life and to strive to live good and moral lives. Religion 
has taken many forms, from polytheistic religions like Hinduism, to 
monotheism, examples for which can be found in all three of the 
Abrahamic faiths.  
In the West for almost two millennia, Christianity has been, at 
least in name, the central religious belief system. Christianity in the West 
has not gone unnoticed. From hospitals, to education, to even private 
charity, Christianity has played a role in the founding and shaping of all 
of these. However, Christianity, just like other belief systems, can be 
used to advance political, national, and personal agendas as well. This 
can perhaps be seen most clearly in the area of war. Examples abound of 
religious belief being used to attack another people group, based on the 
sole reason of differing faiths. In Christianity, perhaps the most popular 
example can be seen in the Crusades in the Middle Ages, where 
Christians and Muslims went to war for possession of the Holy Land. 
During these conflicts, each side tends to use their respective divine texts 
to justify and encourage war on the other group.  
Even from the beginning of its independence, the United States 
has done this too. Towards the end of the 18th century in British North 
America, the Bible was proclaimed from predominantly Puritan pulpits 
to encourage the colonists in the upcoming war against Great Britain. 
Prominent themes espoused from Scripture that were most used were 
America as a new Israel, the derogation of Great Britain as evil, and the 
Providence of God. All three were used to encourage all Christians 
believers to take part in going to war against Britain, assuring them that 




their cause is just and will rightly win, because ultimately, God is the one 
who is on their side.   
The Puritan faith had its beginnings in Great Britain. During the 
16th century, the Puritans emerged as a Christian alternative to the 
seemingly corrupt state Anglican church. The Puritans strived to rid the 
church of evil and to also, as their name suggests, make it purer. 
However, opposition to the state religion didn’t sit well with the Church 
of England and so, the Puritans became increasingly persecuted. This 
only strengthened their zeal to the point where a distinct branch of 
Puritans emerged and called themselves Separatists, emphasizing the 
desire to separate completely from the Anglican church. The Separatists 
faced tension with moderate Puritans, who wanted to reform the church 
instead. Due to the increasing persecution and sectarianism emerging 
within its own faith, the Separatist Puritans set sail for Holland in 1607.  
This didn’t last long because Holland quickly became too secular 
for the religious group known for its purity. By 1620, they were ready to 
sail to Virginia. Unfortunately, due to acclimate weather, their ship the 
Mayflower, was steered off its course and landed in Massachusetts. 
Needing a new set of laws to govern themselves, the passengers aboard 
the Mayflower wrote a compact, essentially a contract. Though the 
Puritans made up less than half of the passengers on board, the religious 
determination can be seen in the what would be known as the Mayflower 
Compact. William Bradford, future governor of the Plymouth colony, 
says in it the colonist’s purpose for sailing: “Having undertaken for the 
Glory of God, and Advancement of the Christian Faith, and the Honour 
of our King and Country…”1  
However, Puritan Separatists were not the only branch of 
Puritans that made their way into British North America. By 1630, 
mainline Puritans would embark on their journey from Great Britain to 
Massachusetts, in hopes of greater religious freedom, like their more 
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zealous brethren a decade before. A clearer intent for their settlement 
could not be made from what leader John Winthrop heralds in his 
sermon, On Christian Charity, on the voyage there. He proclaims to his 
comrades, “For we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a 
hill…”2 Winthrop challenged the soon to be colony to live out the words 
of Christ on the Sermon on the Mount to the Native Americans, whom 
they would soon encounter, and to the world as a whole.  
The Puritans brought with them a distinctly European faith. 
Receiving their faith from the Reformation, Puritans identified 
exclusively with Reformed theology, or perhaps more simply known as 
Calvinism.3 The tenants of reformer John Calvin would be the basis for 
what Puritans taught and practiced. Calvin was set apart from among 
more popular theology at the time, called Armenianism, which derives its 
name from Dutch theologian, Jacob Arminius.4 Calvin placed high 
emphasis on the total depravity of man, the unconditional election of the 
Saints, a limited atonement of Christ’s sacrifice, the irresistible, all-
powerful grace of God, and the perseverance of the elect, being sealed by 
God for all eternity. For Puritans, the cause of Christ and Christ alone 
would be the reason for their settling, not other motives that other 
colonists would pursue, such as the desire to build up a new Rome.5  
Throughout the next several decades, new colonies would begin 
to emerge as havens for religious outsiders, including Maryland, 
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Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island. From these few examples, it is clear 
that Christianity was a driving influence for much of the colonies. 
However, it would be the Puritans, largely in the New England colonies, 
who would be the religious voice for the colonies in Revolutionary War, 
and whose Calvinism would be the theological bulwark from which to 
base the war on.  
 Before the Revolution ignited, the American colonies began to 
view themselves as a new Israel, a “peculiar people”6, who had a special 
relationship with God. Alexis de Tocqueville, a French diplomat who 
wrote of his nine-month journey from the East coast towards the Western 
frontier, said this of colonial law codified in 1650: 
 
The lawmakers of Connecticut turned their attention initially to 
penal legislation for the composition of which they had the 
bizarre idea of using biblical texts. ‘Whosoever shall worship a 
God other than the Lord shall be put to death.’ This was their 
opening statement. After that, ten or twelve similar measures 
taken verbatim from Deuteronomy, Exodus, and Leviticus.7 
 
Other nations, including the tribes already living in North 
America, were cut off from this privilege. Indian tribes were viewed as 
savages, in desperate need of taming from white civilization, something 
de Tocqueville saw as a terrible irony coming from the most successful 
experiment in democracy at the time.8 George Mckenna, a Revolutionary 
era historian, argues that the view of America as a new type of ancient 
Israel can be traced to colonial Puritanism.9  
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In the context of settlement and expansion, the tenants of their 
theology go like this: just as Israel entered the wilderness to start a new 
journey as a nation living in special covenant with God, the colonists are 
now entering a barren wilderness, starting the same journey the Israelites 
of old did. If the colonists were to be successful in living through the 
wilderness and living long enough to reach future dreams of civilization, 
they would have to be faithful to God, their covenant partner. For Puritan 
colonists, the similarities to their situation and that of ancient Israel was 
more than mere coincidence. The Puritans, for example, had just left 
their own type of Egypt by leaving England and Holland due to religious 
persecution and were now looking for freedom to worship God as their 
conscience saw fit.  
Later Americans would take the idea of the United States in 
covenant partnership with God and make it the focal point of all 
domestic policy. This “manifest destiny”10, as it would be called, was the 
plan that God had ordained for the colonists to have success in expanding 
West, due to living in holiness and conquering unholy pagans. The 
colonial Puritan experience was not the only thing that contributed to 
viewing themselves this way. Religious revivals and calls to personal 
holiness would contribute to it, like the Great Awakening. From the 
1730s and 40s, the Great Awakening prepared a mental framework for 
the colonists of righteousness leading to national blessing and 
unrighteousness leading to national curses that would give indispensable 
motivation during the Revolutionary War.  
Prominent Calvinist, Jonathan Edwards, headed the revival and 
thus, propagated its religious attitude. Though Edwards’ most famous (or 
infamous) sermon, Sinners in the Hand of Angry God, has gained 
popularity throughout the centuries because of its depiction of God’s 
wrath, any educated reader of Edwards will know that the theme of this 
sermon is in the minority of topics he proclaimed, with the vast majority 
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of them having to deal with the joy and glory of God. This excerpt from 
a sermon titled Ruth’s Resolutions given by Edwards in April 1735 
shows this vividly where he proclaims that the true happiness can only be 
found in the God of Israel. 
 
Happiness is nowhere else to be had, but in their God, and with 
their people. There are that are called gods many, and lords 
many. Some make gods of their pleasures; some choose 
Mammon for their god; some make gods of their own supposed 
excellencies, or the outward advantages they have above their 
neighbors: some choose one thing for their god, and others 
another. But men can be happy in no other God but the God of 
Israel: he is the only fountain of happiness.11 
 
The idea of personal holiness and being a covenant people did 
not just apply to the Puritans. Historian James A. Monroe says this about 
the Great Awakening: “The revival was most powerful in New England 
but flared across the colonies. This first trans American experience 
rekindled the divine mission in the new world.”12 Edwards was 
postmillennial in his eschatology and this  would be a spark that would 
ignite colonial America into needed change, spiritual and temporal.13 
Postmillennialism is the belief that the world would progress towards an 
eventual state of peace that would last for a thousand years, to prepare 
for the Second Coming of Christ. This is opposed to a premillennial 
view, which states that the world will progress towards sin and depravity 
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before the second coming of Christ. According to this view, Christ’s 
coming is the event that triggers a thousand years of peace, not the 
Church working to bring the Kingdom of God onto Earth. But because 
this eschatology emphasized the role of humanity and the human 
responsibility for peace and progress, their view of the end of the world 
influenced their action in the present.14 And according to many, America 
needed to change its sinful ways if it was ever to live out its self-imposed 
mandate as a new Israel, especially when the colonists were on the brink 
of war.  
Several revolutionary era pastors were in disgust over the 
vileness of American life at the time.  Vigilance to holiness was 
emphasized on the American life. Jacob Green, an 18th century politician 
and religious orator, constantly made illusions to America as Israel in the 
Book of Judges.15 In this specific book of the Bible, Israel faces a 
constant cycle of sin, repentance, and rescue, only to lead to eventually 
sin again. Green argued that the colonists would lose their freedom and 
the approval of God, similar to how Israel did, if they do not repent and 
live a holy life. It was constantly pressed onto American minds that God 
eventually sent in tyrants and oppressors, in the likes of Babylon and 
Assyria, to punish His people for living a sinful life and not obeying His 
commands.  
Throughout the Book of Judges, Israel would be oppressed and 
enslaved for decades at a time for its sin. After repenting to God, He 
would rescue Israel from their oppressors through a military conflict. 
Thus, a pattern was quickly established: If Israel lost a battle, it was 
because of sin; if they won, it was because they were righteous. With a 
war with Great Britain looming, the outcome would once and for all 
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declare in the minds of the colonists if America was truly living out its 
identity as God’s chosen people.  
Like Green, John Witherspoon was another outspoken critic of 
the British and American backsliding. Witherspoon was listed in a letter 
from Ambrose Serle, an authority on Calvinism, as belonging to a 
particularly violent group of New York ministers who helped ignite the 
war with Great Britain.16 Witherspoon delivered one of his most popular 
sermons that dealt with the purpose of war on May 17, 1766. He states: 
 
The wrath of man praiseth God, as it is the instrument in his 
hand for bringing sinners to repentance, and for the correction 
and improvement of his own children. Whatever be the nature of 
the affliction with which he visits either persons, families, or 
nations; whatever be the disposition or intention of those whose 
malice he employs as a scourge; the design on his part is, to 
rebuke men for iniquity, to bring them to repentance, and to 
promote their holiness and peace.17 
 
By and large Witherspoon emphasized sin and the need for 
holiness from the colonists much more than Jacob Green did. Green was 
a Christian but had a great ability to shift his tone and message while 
speaking to different audiences, depending on if they were religious or 
not. For Witherspoon, the greatest chance for the success of liberty was 
one “who is most sincere and active in promoting true undefiled religion, 
and who sets himself with the greatest firmness to bear down on 
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profanity and immorality of every kind.”18 From the very beginning, 
America’s identity as a new Israel shaped how they behaved and also 
was instrumental in how they viewed the war against Great Britain.  
 If America was destined to be the chosen elect of God, then who 
was to be their enemy? Or to put in Biblical terms, who was to be the 
Antichrist who would challenge and try to thwart the plans of the elect? 
The colonists could look no further than to Great Britain. Thomas Paine, 
in his revolutionary pamphlet, Common Sense, even saw the distance 
between Great Britain and the colonists as Divine proof that Great 
Britain was to not have authority or power over the colonists, and that it 
would be war if they tried.19 Paine wasn’t alone in his view of seeing the 
colonists and Great Britain primed for a seemingly eternal conflict. Many 
Revolutionary era historians agree that this was the predominant view of 
many colonists.20 However, before war between the two broke out, rising 
tensions could be traced to even the Great Awakening.  
The distinct difference between the Great Awakening and lesser 
known revivals at the time was the appeal towards the common man. 
Emphasis by preachers like Edwards and George Whitfield emphasized 
the importance of the heart over the mind in response to conversion. In 
his book on emotionalism in Christianity, Edwards says this: “As there is 
no true religion where there is nothing else but affection, so there is no 
true religion where there is no religious affection.”21 This emphasis led to 
the Great Awakening to be characterized by its critics, mostly clergy, as 
too emotional. In fact, a division of the Puritan church can be seen from 
this movement as those who sided with the revival called themselves 
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New Lights and those who were against it as Old Lights. While the New 
Lights were emphasizing the heart, the Old Lights were sure to 
emphasize order, authority, and Bible study as the means to follow God. 
Because of the lack of emphasis on the mind and religious authority from 
the New Lights, common people flocked to them. Old Lights did not take 
well to seeing their people run to preachers teaching emotionalism. Their 
authority was undermined, and they had lost influence.  
Perhaps the biggest role reversal can be seen in who was viewed 
as elect and who was viewed as damned. Common Calvinist belief held 
that individuals were saved by the choosing of God alone, and that one 
could not work to earn salvation. However, one need to prove that they 
were genuinely elect, so interestingly enough, Calvinists became known 
for their emphasis on good works and benevolence. That leads to a 
question: how could one tell if they had done enough good works and 
worked hard enough? This answer came to be reflected in the 
marketplace and business. Those who had successful businesses and 
enterprises had been rewarded by God for their work and ingenuity. 
Unfortunately, this led to distinctions between elect and non-elect be 
based on class alone. Before the Great Awakening the rich were the elect 
and the poor were the damned; after it, the opposite was true. The Great 
Awakening taught colonial America to distrust authority and wealth of 
all types and thus eventually lead to tensions with Great Britain.  
The shift of religion into the political sphere can be seen in the 
middle of the 18th century in places like Connecticut and Virginia. In 
these states, clashes between Old and New Lights were particularly 
divisive. In 1755, New Light politician John Woodward, told his 
constituents to vote for the candidate that was going to support religious 
and political rights alike.22 Thus began the emergence of religious and 
political ties into one faction. Historian James Monroe makes the same 
claim in his book on the role of sin in American politics:  
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The revivals legitimated conflict; the religious fervor mobilized 
challenges to authority into the political process. When the 
crown finally took a sustained interest in colonial affairs it 
discovered a politics biased toward resisting authority.23 
 
The colonists had already had a long history of resisting 
authority, even of the religious stripe. As most were predominantly 
Protestant, the colonists were generally anti-Catholic. Because of the 
violent history between the two groups of Christians, each side would 
paint each other as the Antichrist, or some other devilish figure. 
However, by the time of the Revolution, we see this imagery not solely 
being used to describe those in Rome anymore. In 1776, preacher 
Samuel Sherwood, great-nephew of Jonathan Edwards, preached a 
sermon titled, The Church’s Flight into the Wilderness and said: 
 
Whether there be a reference to the corrupt system of tyranny 
and op-pression, that has of late been fabricated and adopted by 
the ministry and parliament of Great-Britain, which ap-pears so 
favourable to popery and the Roman catholic interest, aiming at 
the extension and establishment of it, and so awfully threatens 
the civil and religious lib-erties of all sound protestants.24 
 
Throughout the rest of his sermon, Sherwood makes the 
comparison to Great Britain as the whore of Babylon described in the 
book of Revelation, a character who is said to kill and persecute the 
saints of God. This idea of going to war against the Antichrist went hand 
in hand with the postmillennial eschatology that the colonists had that 
was mentioned earlier. The Revolutionary War was to be a grandiose 
event that pitted God’s people against the kingdom of Satan, with the 
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saints arising victorious to usher in a thousand-year reign of peace before 
the return of Christ. All in all, the colonists turned the against the 
establishment of Great Britain, lessons learned during the Great 
Awakening, and began to describe their mother country as evil and of the 
devil, much like they had Catholics in previous generations.  
 With the Revolutionary War quickly approaching, the colonists 
had begun to view themselves as a new Israel, God’s chosen people, 
while at the same time began to view their mother country as the 
Antichrist, and shifted claims formerly attributed to Catholics and the 
Pope to Great Britain and the Crown. But how were they to prove their 
thesis? The answer would lie in the outcome of the events, otherwise 
known as the Providence of God. As mentioned earlier, many colonists, 
particularly the Puritans, were heavily influenced by their Reformed 
theology, which placed a high emphasis on the nature of God. To the 
Puritans, God was in control to the point that He handpicked those who 
would receive salvation and passed over those who would not.  
Reformed Puritans viewed God as totally sovereign and some 
even believed that God actively decreed everything that has or will ever 
happen, including atrocities like war. This can be clearly seen in a 
popular sermon from Robert Smith in 1775. Smith heralded: 
 
Were there no other evidences of the Being and Providence of 
the Almighty God, then those which observation and experience 
point out; the manifestations of a wise and merciful 
Superintendence are very clear and demonstrable—God hath not 
left himself without a witness in any part of his Creation,--in the 
wonderful contrivance of the universe—and the wise disposal of 
its several parts;--in the support of that Nature that he 
commanded into being;--and in his care of those Creatures he 
called forth to life and happiness.25 
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The colonial argument was that as Creator of the world, God 
would naturally be actively involved in his creation. Clergyman George 
Duffield would exclaim the popular sentiment that God is actively 
involved in the dealings of all mankind. However, Clergyman like 
Duffield could not remain neutral, but found it necessary to proclaim 
from the Scriptures and the realities of the natural world that the 
Providence of God would work in the favor of the colonists, and not the 
Antichrist British.26 This was easy to do when things were going well in 
the war, but what about when things went bad? The usual tactic during 
troubling times in the war of Independence was to encourage the 
colonists to persevere, that like Israel of old, the colonists were being 
purified and refined by fire. To colonial preachers, it wasn’t the testing of 
the American spirit that was to be worried, it was if America could 
persevere through the test of Almighty God. The punishment that the 
colonists took from the British was viewed as a collective punishment 
from sin.  
Like mentioned earlier before, prominent figures like John 
Witherspoon and Jacob Green appealed to losses from the British as 
signs that America needed further repentance and that God would punish 
His new elect, America, the same way He punished Israel for her idolatry 
in generations past. However, positive progress against the British were 
sure signs that the Almighty was about to deliver the colonists from the 
hands of the evil British. A prominent example of this can be seen the 
storm that Washington was able to go through to be able to find the 
Hessians.27 Nevertheless, Americans battled the nature of providence and 
what it meant for them collectively. The British were appealing to the 
same God the colonists were and were appealing to Scripture just as 
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ardently as the colonists were. Both sides were equally as passionate for 
the glory of God, but one side would have to lose.  
This tension highlights the difficulty of understanding 
providence that Americans have always faced.28 What is clear is that the 
colonists viewed their highly unlikely victory over the British Empire as 
proof that the hand of God was for them, for in their minds, it would’ve 
taken a miracle to win the war. The fledgling country would take the 
proof of the Providence of God for them and use it to justify countless 
actions throughout its history, good or bad, and this even extends to the 
present day.  
 It is fair to say that preachers across the colonies during the 
Revolutionary War appealed to the idea of America as a new Israel, the 
British as the Antichrist, and that the Providence of God was for the good 
of all Americans, as ways to influence and encourage the colonist cause. 
These ideas, whose roots come from early Puritans and become more 
prominent during the Great Awakening, have had a profound impact on 
American history ever since the Revolution. America wasn’t the first and 
definitely will not be the last of countries to use Christianity and religion 
as ways advance national and political agendas.  
This hard truth does not negate the other truths of Christianity 
and that it has had a profound impact on the world and specifically, the 
West. These Judeo-Christian values have had tremendous impact on how 
the West views the sovereignty of the individual, the rights of the 
individual before the state, and of course, the tremendous benevolence 
and generosity this worldview has brought forth from its adherents. If the 
Founding Fathers of the United States, despite their faults, ushered in an 
unprecedented nation that has made leaps and bounds of its goal towards 
a just society of all of its citizens, and the world as a whole should 
appreciate the impact for good that the US has made in the history of the 
world.  All in all, if history teaches society anything, it’s to see the 
                                               
28 John D. Carlson and Jonathan H. Ebel, From Jeremiad to Jihad: 
Religion, Violence, and America, (Berkley, CA: University of California Press, 
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greater good in spite of the evil, and to find ways to maximize good 
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ABRAHAM LINCOLN AND THE MARATHON OF 
EMANCIPATION 
 
By Elijah Fisher 
 
In 1860, there were roughly 3.95 million slaves in the United 
States, which made up 12.7% of the entire population.1 These 3.95 
million slaves are one of several reasons, but arguably the most 
important as to why war erupted between the southern and northern 
states of America. In 1863, Abraham Lincoln emancipated the slaves, a 
difficult thing to do normally, but even more difficult considering the 
circumstances. Lincoln faced the challenge of freeing the slaves, 
preserving the Union, and protecting the Constitution. Multiple 
controversies and debates surround the Emancipation Proclamation and 
Lincoln’s true motives, but Lincoln’s works and actions show that he 
was anti-slavery; however, he struggled with emancipation because of 
Constitutional questions and diplomatic relations.  
Abraham Lincoln released the Emancipation Proclamation2 on 
January 1, 1863, right in the middle of the American Civil War. Lincoln 
faced the challenge of navigating a war that split the United States while 
attempting to free the slaves. Freeing the slaves was challenging because 
the institution of slavery had existed in North America since the 17th 
century and had grown to be an integral part of the 18th and 19th century 
American life. The Declaration of Independence states that, “We hold 
these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal.”3 However, 
this statement did not apply to African Americans who were slaves in the 
                                               
1 “Data Analysis: African Americans on the Eve of the Civil War,” 
Bowdoin College, accessed November 8, 2019. 
https://www.bowdoin.edu/~prael/lesson/tables.htm. 
2 See Appendix.  
3 Thomas Jefferson, “Declaration of Independence,” Avalon Project, 
Yale Law School. July 4, 1776. 
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United States. During the Constitutional Convention, the Founding 
Fathers realized that no unification of the states was possible unless the 
South’s most valuable institution, slavery, was protected. Lincoln 
describes this and appeals to the logic of The Framers in a speech he 
gave in Springfield, Illinois in 1858. He said, “[The Framers] found that 
by an effort to eradicate [slavery], they might lose so much of what they 
had already gained… They did what they could and yielded to the 
necessity for the rest.”4 The Framers saw a need to address slavery. They 
did so in a few ways, such as allowing Congress to abolish the slave 
trade as early as 1808 and outlawing slavery in the territories.5  
The Framers believed that eventually that the changing 
conditions in the United States would necessitate the ending of slavery 
and that the U.S. would do so. However, they believed that attempting to 
force the issue in 1787 would cause serious issues that would threaten the 
preservation of the Union. Because the Founding Fathers had not laid out 
an explicit plan to abolish slavery, like they did the slave trade, many 
pro-slavery congressmen argued that Congress should not abolish slavery 
because it would violate the original compact assumed by the Founding 
Fathers.6 However, by 1800 many state governments, such as 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and New York, had passed laws that made 
owning slaves illegal.7 The division of slavery between free and slave 
states only widened as the 19th century progressed. Key decisions such 
as the Compromise of 1820 and the Compromise of 1850 attempted to 
solve the issue, but the problem proved unsolvable by any means other 
than a civil war.  
                                               
4 Brian Danoff, "Lincoln and the "Necessity" of Tolerating Slavery 
before the Civil War," The Review of Politics 77, no. 1 (2015): 53, Jstor. 
5 Ibid, 53.  
6 Dwight L. Dumond, Anti Slavery Origins of the Civil War in the 
United States (Michigan: University of Michigan, 1959), 70.  
7 David Brion Davis, Inhuman Bondage: The Rise and Fall of Slavery 
in the New World (New York: Oxford University, 2006), 156.  
 




 The American Civil War lasted from 1861 to 1865 and was the 
bloodiest war in American history, with 750,000 American killed.8 The 
Civil War began with the succession of South Carolina from the Union in 
December of 1860 and the attack on Fort Sumter on April 12, 1861.9 
South Carolina’s secession came just one month after Abraham Lincoln 
was elected President. South Carolina’s secession was the first among 
the 11 slave states that seceded from the Union to form the Confederate 
States of America. However, not all slave states seceded from the Union. 
Delaware, Kentucky, Missouri, and Maryland were all slave states that 
did not secede.  
 Lincoln, who authored the Emancipation Proclamation, was one 
of the prominent leaders in the path to emancipation. Lincoln was against 
slavery as early as his days as a state senator in Illinois. In March of 
1837, Lincoln gave a speech to the Illinois General Assembly in which 
he spoke out against slavery, saying that the institution was founded on 
injustice and bad policy.10 This sentiment from Lincoln comes twenty-
three years before he was elected President and was not the only time he 
addressed slavery. Lincoln attacked the institution of slavery again in his 
speech at Peoria, Illinois, on October 16, 1854. In this speech, he argued 
that slavery violated all for which the country stood. Lincoln stated, “I 
hate it because it deprives our republican example of just influence in the 
world… and especially because it forces so many good men amongst 
ourselves into open war with the very fundamental principles of civil 
                                               
8 Guy Gugliotta “New Estimate Raises Civil War Death Toll,” New 
York Times, April 2, 2012. https://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/03/science/civil-
war-toll-up-by-20-percent-in-new-estimate.html.  
9 “Fort Sumter,” American Battlefield Trust, accessed November 2, 
2019, https://www.battlefields.org/learn/civil-war/battles/fort-sumter.  
10Abraham Lincoln, “Protest in Illinois Legislature on Slavery: March 
3, 1837,” in The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln vol. I, ed. Roy P. Basler 
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1953), 74-75.  
 




liberty.”11 Lincoln hated the institution of slavery for its immorality and 
for the damage that it did to the fabric of American life and ideas.  
 Lincoln’s attitude toward slavery led him to argue that 
something must be done. However, the Supreme Court ruled in Dred 
Scott vs Sandford (1857) that Congress had no constitutional right to 
abolish slavery in the territories. Despite that ruling, Lincoln continued to 
argue against slavery. In a speech he gave in Cincinnati in September of 
1859, just one year before his election to the Presidency, he spoke 
explicitly against the expansion of slavery. He said slavery “should be 
spread no further in these United States, and I should not object if it 
should gradually terminate in the whole Union.”12 Lincoln acted upon his 
words, and in 1862, Congress passed an act that not only prevented the 
expansion of slavery, but outlawed slavery in the territories.13 
Essentially, the Republicans in Congress decided that the Supreme 
Court’s ruling in Dred Scott vs. Sandford was wrong and passed the act 
anyway.14 The end of slavery in the territories was the first step to 
emancipating all slaves in the states.  
 The debate over Lincoln’s views on slavery persists among 
scholars. Lerone Bennett in his book, Forced into Glory (2000), claims 
that the only reason Lincoln issued the Emancipation Proclamation was 
because his “half-hearted, soft-on-slavery policy… had created a 
                                               
11 Abraham Lincoln, “Speech at Peoria, Illinois: October 16, 1854,” in 
The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln vol. II, ed. Roy P. Basler (New 
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1953), 255.  
12 Abraham Lincoln, “Speech at Cincinnati, Ohio: September 17, 
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(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1953, 440.  
13 US Congress, Freedom of Slaves in Territories, 37th Congress 2d 
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14 Paul Finkelman, “The Revolutionary Summer of 1862: How 
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disastrous situation.”15 Bennett’s claim rests on the fact that Lincoln did 
not free the slaves all at once the moment he became President, and that 
on several occasions, Lincoln denied the opportunity to free slaves in 
certain areas.  In May of 1862, General Hunter declared that all slaves in 
Georgia, South Carolina, and Florida would henceforth be free. When 
Lincoln heard this, he declared Hunter’s order void, meaning those 
slaves were not free at all. Lincoln was not against the freedom of slaves; 
however, he did not believe it was the ideal time for emancipation and he 
felt that only he, as Commander-in-Chief , could constitutionally 
emancipate the slaves.16 For emancipation was a tricky task and Lincoln 
believed attempting to emancipate outside the scope of his powers as 
Commander-in-Chief would be found unconstitutional.  
Another contemporary historian, Thomas DiLorenzo, makes a 
similar argument as Lerone Bennett, as he disagrees with the popular 
notion of Lincoln as the “Great Emancipator.” He prefers to call Lincoln 
“The Great Centralizer” and makes the claim that Lincoln’s primary goal 
from his time in office was to make himself and the office of the 
Presidency more powerful, undermining the decentralized government 
set up by the Founders.17 DiLorenzo argues that Lincoln could be 
described as a white supremacist and uses many of his writings and 
speeches to back his claim. DiLorenzo references Lincoln’s inauguration 
speech in which Lincoln claims to have no desire to eradicate slavery.18 
He also points to the times when Lincoln was openly supportive of the 
recolonization of African Americans to Africa after their emancipation. 
                                               
15 Lerone Bennett, Forced Into Glory: Abraham Lincoln’s White 
Dream (Chicago: Johnson’s Pub, 2000), 23.  
16 Eric Foner, The Fiery Trial: Abraham Lincoln and American Slavery 
(New York: W.W. Norton and Company), 207. 
17 Thomas J. DiLorenzo, “The Great Centralizer: “Abraham Lincoln 
and the War Between the States, The Independent Review 3, no. 2 (Fall 1998), 
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18 DiLorenzo, 245-246.  
 




He summarizes what he believes to be Lincoln’s position of slavery as 
the “opposition to slavery in principle, toleration of it in practice, and a 
vigorous hostility toward the abolition movement.”19 While DiLorenzo 
uses Lincoln’s own words, his overall assessment of Lincoln’s stance on 
slavery is far from the truth and does not take into account Lincoln’s 
personal growth or his evolving views on slavery and racial equality. The 
truth about Lincoln can only be seen when one considers all factors and 
understands the circumstances under which Lincoln was forced to 
operate, and when one understands this it becomes clear that Lincoln 
eventually was not only anti-slavery in principle, but also in practice and 
belief.  
 Although Lincoln desired to free the slaves he understood the 
Constitutional restrictions on the Presidency. If Lincoln had just 
emancipated the slaves, he would have undermined his own 
constitutional authority and most likely lost public support for the war, 
and make it more likely that the border states would secede.20 The topic 
of emancipation was already a touchy subject, with many Americans and 
congressmen believing that Lincoln’s constitutional authority did not 
extend to emancipation. They believed that Lincoln’s primary task as 
President was to ensure the preservation of the Union. The Civil War 
was as much a war to preserve the Union and the Constitution as it was a 
war to eliminate slavery. It would be wrong to say that the Civil War was 
either a war on slavery or a war to preserve the union. The Civil War was 
both. Lincoln understood that it was impossible to preserve the Union 
and the Constitution if slavery still existed, and therefore he had to fight 
to eradicate slavery in the United States.21 In fact, Lincoln saw the 
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secession of the southern states as a violation of the Constitution; 
therefore, believed it his Constitutional duty - as President - to fight to 
preserve the Union.22 Lincoln still had to find a way to free the slaves 
and abide by the Constitution which gave him no right to do so as the 
President. However, the Constitution did give him certain powers as 
Commander-in-Chief. The Confederacy viewed slaves as their property, 
so they believed the federal government had no right to take them; 
however, Lincoln saw an opportunity to use this view of the Confederacy 
to free the slaves.  
Lincoln in a letter to James C. Conkling on August 26, 1863, 
says, “Is there--has there ever been--any question that by law of war, 
property, both of enemies and friends, may be taken when needed?”23 In 
times of war, confiscation of the enemy’s property was not unusual. 
Lincoln seized this opportunity to free the slaves and do so under the 
provision of the Constitution. When Lincoln finally announced the 
Emancipation Proclamation, he freed the slaves in rebelling states “by 
the power in [him] vested as Commander-in-Chief.”24 As Commander-
in-Chief, Lincoln had the power to make decisions as the supreme 
military leader of the United States. One such power was the ability to 
confiscate all the slaves in the states that were actively committing 
treason against the United States. This power of confiscation was not a 
power that the President normally had, but one that was granted to him 
when making a decision as Commander-in-Chief.  
Another significant factor that Lincoln had to consider in his 
goal to emancipate the slaves was the success of the Federal Army in 
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relation to the timing of his Emancipation Proclamation. For if Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation was to be successful, then it had to have the 
support of a powerful and winning army behind it. By September of 
1862, Lincoln had already drafted the text of the Emancipation 
Proclamation but was waiting for the right time to announce it. The 
summer of 1862 was not successful for the Army of the Potomac who 
suffered defeat after defeat by General Robert E. Lee and the Army of 
Northern Virginia. In a letter Lincoln writes to a group of Christians in 
Chicago on September 13, 1862, in which he is responding to their call 
for emancipation, he says, “Would my word free the slaves, when I 
cannot even enforce the Constitution in the rebel States?”25 Lincoln 
understood that a premature announcement of his Emancipation 
Proclamation would render it useless. He understood that he must wait 
until his army won a significant victory or string of victories against the 
Confederacy. Just a few days after this letter, the Federal Army did just 
that when they defeated Lee and the Confederate invasion of the North at 
the Battle of Antietam.26 Now Lincoln could announce the Emancipation 
Proclamation and do so with the force of a winning army behind him, 
which he did on September 22, 1962. 
 Lincoln’s constitutional and military limits were not the only 
challenge he faced. Lincoln also faced the challenge of maintaining good 
relations with the border states and European countries. The border states 
were states that were in between the Confederacy and the Union. These 
were the slave states that did not secede from the Union, and consisted of 
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Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Kentucky, and Missouri.27 Lincoln 
knew that to preserve the Union, he must keep the border states from 
joining the Confederacy. If the border states joined the Confederacy, the 
Confederacy would gain a large boost to their military. A boost that 
would propel them over the Federal Army, therefore making it a 
necessity to keep those states from joining the Confederacy. Keeping the 
border states rested on one crucial thing, slavery. The border states were 
in favor of preserving the union but did not want Lincoln to emancipate 
the slaves. Lincoln understood the importance of appealing to the border 
states, and so began his emancipation efforts with a gradual and 
compensated emancipation plan. Lincoln had settled on the opinion that 
a state-controlled and federally-funded emancipation plan would be the 
best course of action.28 He hoped that he could move forward with his 
plan for emancipation while keeping the border states from leaving the 
Union. In March of 1862, Lincoln brought a proposition to the 
representatives of the border states. He offered the border states a plan 
for gradual compensated emancipation, in which each would be paid 
$400 per slave; however, the border states denied his offer.29 Despite 
Lincoln’s hope for cooperation from the border states, this did not deter 
Lincoln and Congress from pushing forward on their gradual and 
compensated emancipation plan. On March 11, 1862, the House 
approved Lincoln’s resolution, with all members of Congress from the 
border states voting against it.30 Lincoln took a risk here by pushing 
forward with his emancipation plan without the support of the border 
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states, but through this action, it is evident that Lincoln saw it as a moral 
and constitutional necessity to begin emancipating the slaves. In fact, it 
was only a few short months until Lincoln proposed the Emancipation 
Proclamation to his cabinet in July and announced it in September. 
Lincoln understood the necessity of appealing to the border states, but 
also believed it a necessity to begin with his plan for emancipation.  
While keeping the border states content was an arduous task, 
Lincoln also faced the challenge of keeping European countries out of 
the war. Both Lincoln and the Confederate President Jefferson Davis 
believed “that diplomatic recognition of the Confederacy would assure 
its independence.”31 In 1861, Lincoln blockaded the southern ports, 
which led Britain and other European countries to proclaim neutrality 
and define the Confederacy as belligerents, “an act that put the European 
powers only one step away from extending full recognition of 
Confederate sovereignty.”32 This was an extremely precarious situation 
for Lincoln because he knew that to win the war, Europe must remain 
neutral. Now Europe’s interest in the war could be put into two 
categories. The first category was Europe’s economic interest in the 
United States, specifically their interest and reliance on southern cotton 
and textiles. Somewhere around 77% of the 800 million pounds of cotton 
used in Great Britain was produced in the American South.33 Jefferson 
Davis understood this and tried to use this factor to get Great Britain to 
recognize the Confederacy as an independent nation. In fact, many 
British supported the confederacy and a good many Confederate ships 
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were built in a Liverpool shipyard.34 Despite a national declaration of 
neutrality, many citizens still chose to support the Confederacy because 
they suffered economically due to the Confederacy’s inability to 
transport cotton to England.35 The other category of interest was the 
war’s impact on the abolition of slavery. Great Britain had abolished 
slavery in its country and its colonies in 1834.36 Therefore, the nation as 
a whole supported the side of abolition. While Britain may still have 
been divided on which side of the war to support come the summer of 
1862, Lincoln’s announcement of the Emancipation Proclamation was a 
turning point in that discussion. In November of 1862, The Illustrated 
London News issued a statement urging “public sympathy in [England] 
with the emancipation party in the Federal States of America. The South 
is charged with having designedly provoked war for the sole purpose of 
founding a confederacy to perpetuate slavery.”37 Lincoln’s 
announcement of the Emancipation Proclamation was quite important 
because it solidified the idea that the Civil War was a war against the 
institution of slavery. While a moral victory in the pursuit of abolition, 
the Emancipation Proclamation was also a great diplomatic victory for 
the North as well as helping to preserve Europe’s noninvolvement in the 
Civil War. 
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It would have been difficult enough for Lincoln to tackle these 
diplomatic challenges if he only had to face one at a time, but Lincoln 
was not so fortunate. He had the insurmountable task of tackling both of 
these at the same time. For the first part of the war, Lincoln emphasized 
the war to preserve the Union. However,  
 
Lincoln’s call for preserving the union rang hollow in 
England and throughout Europe. Most observers had 
expected him to declare war against slavery, but he 
could not do so without driving the Border States and 
Union loyalists in the South into the Confederacy while 
alienating northerners unwilling to fight for black 
freedom.38 
 
Lincoln faced a double-edged sword of diplomacy. The border 
states wanted to preserve the Union, but any action against 
slavery would result in their secession. However, England cared 
little about the preservation of the union, but a moral war against 
the institution of slavery is one that they would support. If either 
of these occurred, Lincoln knew the war would be over and the 
once proud United States would be split in two. However, 
through Lincoln’s ingenious ability to navigate the labyrinth of 
obstacles, he was able to appeal to both the border states and 
England and keep them from supporting the Confederacy. 
Lincoln managed this through the release of his Emancipation 
Proclamation. Through this proclamation, he made the war 
against slavery by freeing the slaves but left the border states out 
of it by only freeing the slaves in the states rebelling against the 
Union.39  
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 The path to emancipation was filled with challenging 
tasks and difficult obstacles, but Lincoln overcame these and 
freed the slaves while preserving the Constitution and the Union. 
Lincoln overcame the Constitutional restrictions that prohibited 
him from emancipating slaves and he overcame the diplomatic 
struggles that threatened the preservation of the Union. Each of 
these challenges required a unique outlook and solution, which 
Lincoln was able to provide despite the extenuating 
circumstances. While Lincoln might not have always been the 
strongest advocate for abolition and racial equality, he grew 
throughout his life, and by the time of his death, he was opposed 
to slavery in principle, in practice, and belief. Lincoln’s legacy 
should be that of a man who strived to preserve his country that 
was on the brink of collapse and strived to bring freedom to all 
of its people.  
  





Emancipation Proclamation; January 1, 1863 
Whereas, on the twenty-second day of September, in the year of our Lord 
one thousand eight hundred and sixty-two, a proclamation was issued by 
the President of the United States, containing, among other things, the 
following, to wit:  
"That on the first day of January, in the year of our Lord one thousand 
eight hundred and sixty-three, all persons held as slaves within any State 
or designated part of a State, the people whereof shall then be in 
rebellion against the United States, shall be then, thenceforward, and 
forever free; and the Executive Government of the United States, 
including the military and naval authority thereof, will recognize and 
maintain the freedom of such persons, and will do no act or acts to 
repress such persons, or any of them, in any efforts they may make for 
their actual freedom.  
"That the Executive will, on the first day of January aforesaid, by 
proclamation, designate the States and parts of States, if any, in which 
the people thereof, respectively, shall then be in rebellion against the 
United States; and the fact that any State, or the people thereof, shall on 
that day be, in good faith, represented in the Congress of the United 
States by members chosen thereto at elections wherein a majority of the 
qualified voters of such State shall have participated, shall, in the 
absence of strong countervailing testimony, be deemed conclusive 
evidence that such State, and the people thereof, are not then in rebellion 
against the United States."  
Now, therefore I, Abraham Lincoln, President of the United States, by 
virtue of the power in me vested as Commander-in-Chief, of the Army 
and Navy of the United States in time of actual armed rebellion against 
the authority and government of the United States, and as a fit and 
necessary war measure for suppressing said rebellion, do, on this first 




day of January, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and 
sixty-three, and in accordance with my purpose so to do publicly 
proclaimed for the full period of one hundred days, from the day first 
above mentioned, order and designate as the States and parts of States 
wherein the people thereof respectively, are this day in rebellion against 
the United States, the following, to wit:  
Arkansas, Texas, Louisiana, (except the Parishes of St. Bernard, 
Plaquemines, Jefferson, St. John, St. Charles, St. James Ascension, 
Assumption, Terrebonne, Lafourche, St. Mary, St. Martin, and Orleans, 
including the City of New Orleans) Mississippi, Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia, (except the forty-
eight counties designated as West Virginia, and also the counties of 
Berkley, Accomac, Northampton, Elizabeth City, York, Princess Ann, 
and Norfolk, including the cities of Norfolk and Portsmouth[)], and 
which excepted parts, are for the present, left precisely as if this 
proclamation were not issued.  
And by virtue of the power, and for the purpose aforesaid, I do order and 
declare that all persons held as slaves within said designated States, and 
parts of States, are, and henceforward shall be free; and that the 
Executive government of the United States, including the military and 
naval authorities thereof, will recognize and maintain the freedom of said 
persons.  
And I hereby enjoin upon the people so declared to be free to abstain 
from all violence, unless in necessary self-defence; and I recommend to 
them that, in all cases when allowed, they labor faithfully for reasonable 
wages.  
And I further declare and make known, that such persons of suitable 
condition, will be received into the armed service of the United States to 
garrison forts, positions, stations, and other places, and to man vessels of 
all sorts in said service.  




And upon this act, sincerely believed to be an act of justice, warranted by 
the Constitution, upon military necessity, I invoke the considerate 
judgment of mankind, and the gracious favor of Almighty God. 
In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of 
the United States to be affixed. 
Done at the City of Washington, this first day of  
January, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight  
hundred and sixty three, and of the Independence of the  
United States of America the eighty-seventh. 
 
By the President: ABRAHAM LINCOLN 
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THE THIRD PLAGUE PANDEMIC AND BRITISH INDIA: A 
TRANSFORMATION OF SCIENCE, POLICY, AND INDIAN 
SOCIETY 
 
By Rebecca L. Burrows 
 
Cholera, malaria, influenza, and now COVID-19 all have cast 
fear and panic into the hearts of mankind. These unexplained, hidden 
killers spared few, regardless of age, gender or ethnicity. Disease has 
haunted mankind throughout history. After the Black Death’s decimation 
of 13th century Eurasia, the bubonic plague took residence in the hearts 
of mankind as a frightening reminder of human mortality. While other 
pestilences tormented the world, plague lurked in the background, 
reappearing in smaller epidemics to remind the world that it had not truly 
disappeared. Scientific advancements of the 19th century set about 
conquering diseases that afflicted mankind as new technology and 
understanding allowed for vaccines and cures. However, an outbreak of 
plague in China in 1850 tested both the great powers of imperialism and 
the greatest scientists of the time as the outbreak rapidly spread to 
become the Third Plague Pandemic. The Third, and most recent, Plague 
Pandemic, while spreading throughout the world, struck hardest in 
colonial India where it brought tremendous loss, but also advancements 
in scientific understanding, unheard of proactive prevention measures, 
and increased separation between the colonial powers of Great Britain 
and the common people of India.   
Plague remained quite a mystery up to the late 19th- early 20th 
century. The First Plague Pandemic, also called the Plague of Justinian, 
occurred in ancient times, and the Second Plague Pandemic, also called 
the Black Plague or the Black Death, lasted several hundred years across 
Europe, Asia and the Mediterranean. By the Third Pandemic, medical 
professionals and scientists still speculated much about the cause, spread, 




and prevention of plague. These speculations informed policy and 
prevention measures, especially in India, and many of the popular plague 
theories evolved as both public opinion and scientific understanding 
changed.  
Currently, it is known that plague is derived from the bacterium 
Bacillus pestis. Originally identified as Bacterium pestis, the name was 
changed to Bacillus pestis in 1900. In 1970 the name was once again 
changed to its final form of Yersinia pestis to honor the bacteria’s 
discoverer, Alexandre Yersin.1 Bacillus pestis consisted of three 
plasmids, a type of DNA molecule that can replicate independently such 
as pFra, pCD, and Pla, which allow for the bacteria’s survival, spread, 
and role in phagocytosis disruption.2  The pathogen’s outer proteins 
worked to obstruct and damage the cell once in contact with host cells, 
therefore compromising the immunity of the host.3 While the most 
commonly thought of strand of plague remains the bubonic type, plague 
consists of several different variations.4 One such variation is the 
pneumonic form, the only person-to-person infectious strand of plague. 
Another variant called the septicemic strand uses blood to transport the 
bacterium. Both of these strands result in a higher mortality rate then the 
commonly experienced bubonic plague but appear in far fewer cases 
globally.  
 The plague bacteria is now known to be spread through rats or 
rodent species, and a carrier. Notably, in most cases of successful 
infection the rat flea (Pulex cheopis or X. cheopis) acts as the carrier. As 
L. Fabian Hirst, author of The Conquest of Plague, wrote, “no rats, no 
                                               
1 T. Butler, “Plague History: Yersin’s Discovery of the Causative 
Bacterium in 1894 Enabled, in the Subsequent Century, Scientific Progress in 
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Clinical Microbiology and Infection 20 no. 3 (January 2014): 203. 
2 Butler, “Plague History,” 207. 
3 Ruifu Yang, “Plague: Recognition, Treatment, and Prevention,” 
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plague.”5 Rattus rattus, or the common black rat, has been found to be 
the predominant cause of plague among humans as it nests closer to 
people than other rat types. Its fleas, X. cheopis, are also more likely to 
attack humans when hungry and lacking a proper host.6 In fact, the most 
common rat type in Bombay until the mid-1900s was R. rattus.7 Coupled 
with the high numbers of Rattus norvegicus, a sister rat species, the 
plague survived and continued even during the off-season.8 The pattern 
of “(1) plague among rats with many deaths, (2) a lull, (3) then plague 
among men,” that W.B. Bannerman wrote of in 1906 showcased the role 
of the flea in plague transmission. As the flea became increasingly 
hungry when its natural hosts died, it would eventually attack man, 
spreading plague as it bit.9  
After the infection made its way into the human body, patients 
initially presented with flu-like symptoms: fever, chills, and a 
headache.10 This was easy to mistake for another of India’s prevalent 
diseases if the physician or medical practitioner was not looking for 
plague symptoms. Usually, around the flea-bitten area, an inflamed, dry 
region would develop stimulating severe pain.11 Rapidly increasing 
fever, fatigue, extreme pain, and swollen lymph nodes, or buboes, 
occurred over the next few days as the bubonic plague infection 
progressed throughout the body. During this excruciating process, the 
                                               
5 L. Fabian Hirst, The Conquest of Plague: A Study of the Evolution of 
Epidemiology (Oxford: Claredon Press, 1953), 121. 
6 Hirst, The Conquest of Plague, 124. 
7 Places throughout the essay will be referred to in their British Indian 
form to maintain consistency with the sources of the time. S.C. Seal, 
“Epidemiological Studies of Plague in India: 2. The Changing Patterns of 
Rodents and Fleas in Calcutta and Other Cities,” Bulletin of the World Health 
Organization 23, no. 2-3 (1960): 293. 
8 Hirst, The Conquest of Plague, 139. 
9 W. B. Bannerman, "The Spread of Plague in India." The Journal of 
Hygiene 6, no. 2 (April, 1906): 208. 
10 Yang, “Plague: Recognition, Treatment, and Prevention,” 2-3. 
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patient’s immune system rapidly deteriorated and their buboes increased 
in size. Typically by a week after infection, the patient recovered slowly 
from the excruciating ordeal or passed away due to major organ failure.12 
Although most medical professionals and scientists neither knew 
nor suspected fleas or rats originally, by 1897 theories and experiments 
shifted the scientific mindset. As early as 1896, scientists identified that 
rats played a role in plague. By January 1897, scientists identified that 
plague first affected rats, serving as a warning sign for an approaching 
human epidemic.13 The scientific contributions made by gifted 
individuals worked to change the entire perception of plague and anti-
plague measures. However, these changes came late, after considerable 
damage was already done to British-Indian relations and to the native 
people enduring the aggressive British anti-plague campaign.  
Plague was not new to India when the Third Plague Pandemic 
occurred. Instead, it had reared its head throughout the land several times 
over the 1800s and centuries before. K. Marion Hunter, a British plague 
officer writing for the Nineteenth Century journal in 1898, addressed this 
when he remarked that “In India, plague has probably existed since 1815, 
from time to time in a sporadic form and under many names in various 
parts of the country, with no reliable information as to mode of origin.”14 
Cutch, a princely state in the north-west coastal region of India, suffered 
famine then plague in 1812.15 By 1815, nearby regions, such as Gujarat, 
experienced outbreaks. Some of these were perhaps attributed to an 
influx of Egyptian cotton while Egypt underwent an outbreak of plague, 
including the Pali plague of 1836-37 which displayed classical bubonic 
                                               
12 Myron J. Echenberg, Plague Ports: The Global Urban Impact of 
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plague markers.16 Despite the earlier presence of plague, Ira Klein, a 
historian who has written extensively on India, argued that the lack of 
countrywide devastation was due to the Himalayan villages’ sparseness, 
combined with the villagers’ tendency to run away from any impending 
disease.17  
Anil Kumar, in Medicine and the Raj, explained that while 
plague occurred in India before 1896, its mild quality was confirmed 
through the absence of a plague deity found in Indian Muslim or Hindu 
communities.18 The local death-tolls, despite never reaching the damage 
of the First and Second Pandemics, should have warranted some 
attention from the East India Company rulers in India. Yet, the 
intervention of the company, who ruled parts of India until 1858, was 
unremarkable compared to the measures taken by the British government 
in 1896. The lack of reaction partly stemmed from a bigger concern 
within the land: cholera. Throughout the early to mid-1800s, cholera 
epidemics exploded across the world, driving the locally bound plague to 
the corners of the mind. 
The Third Plague Pandemic began in China in the 1850s and 
quickly spread to Hong Kong, leading to a violent outbreak there in 
1894.19 France, Japan, and several other countries around the world sent 
scientists to study the epidemic in China in order to discern more about 
plague. One of these scientists, Alexandre Yersin from France, 
discovered the bacterial cause of plague in 1894 during extensive 
experiments in Hong Kong. 20 Yersin’s discovery of what was termed 
                                               
16 I. J. Catanach, “The “Globalization” of Disease?: India and the 
Plague,” Journal of World History 12, no. 1 (2001): 10. 
17 Klein, “Plague, Policy, and Popular Unrest,” 736. 
18 Anil Kumar, Medicine and the Raj: British Medical Policy in India, 
1835-1911 (London: Sage Publications Inc., 1998), 193. 
19 Robert Nathan, The Plague in India, 1896, 1897, vol. 1 (Simla, 
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Bacterium pestis prompted a rapid race to understand more about the 
bacteria, specifically concerning how it was transmitted to people. 
Among the scientific community at the time, a popular theory concerning 
the spread of the disease centered on the idea that the bacteria hid in the 
soil. Therefore, many scientists believed the theory explained that people 
who went barefoot, like many in Indian cities and towns, contracted the 
plague quicker. Another theory considered the contamination of the food 
supply as the reason behind the rapid spreading of plague across China 
and into other nations.21 These theories did not usually consider the role 
of rats except as beasts living closer to the soil, explaining their high 
death rate but neglecting their part in facilitating the spread of plague. 
Oftentimes, scientists studying the plague wondered if rats acted as a 
precursor to outbreaks of the disease, but they were unable to find 
concrete evidence indicating rats as the cause of the plague. Experiments 
and observations put these theories to the test as plague spread to its next, 
and most deadly, location: India. 
Plague arrived in India through sea transportation, presumably 
from Hong Kong. 22 During the initial outbreak in Hong Kong, India 
imposed a quarantine against sea trade from the city. However, India 
lifted the quarantine as the epidemic slowed down, allowing for the 
plague to spread and arrive at several key Indian ports.23 Calcutta, on the 
eastern coast of British India; Karachi, in modern day Pakistan; Poona, 
on the western coast of British India; and Bombay, to the west as well, 
all reported sightings of some plague-like fever in 1896. Although cases 
of glandular swellings, a classic plague sign, were found as early as May 
1896, no official diagnosis was made until late 1896. This was most 
likely due to the lack of knowledge on identifying the plague amongst 
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the medical community. September 1896 saw an increased average 
mortality rate through the city in classifications of fevers and all other 
disease, for which plague was often mistaken.24 Newspapers and journals 
reported a large number of rat deaths within the city to the extent that 
“children used to amuse themselves by throwing dead rats into the 
gullies and frightening and chasing each other in the streets with the 
carcasses of the rats they found.”25 Speculation of the rats’ connection to 
plague continued, but it focused on the rats’ greater susceptibility to 
plague rather than the rat’s role in spreading plague. Within the year, 
Bombay’s epidemic exploded throughout the city whereas the other 
ports’ plague encounters practically disappeared.26 The official plague 
diagnosis came on September 23, 1896, when Dr. A.G. Viegas, an Indian 
physician of Bombay City, reported that he found “a genuine case” of 
bubonic plague, beginning a mass epidemic that would change the future 
of India. 27 
Reports of the plague’s presence in India spread like a wildfire. 
Within a day of Dr. Viegas’ report, newspapers across the United 
Kingdom announced that “a serious outbreak of bubonic plague has 
occurred” in Bombay and almost 300 people already had died.28 In 
Bombay, the Bombay Gazette argued that the disease identified as plague 
was not truly plague but a mild fever.29 Medical and governmental 
officials in Bombay predominantly met the presence of the plague with 
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great resistance.30 Partly, this resistance came from disagreements over 
Dr. Viegas’ ability to diagnosis plague since many of the British saw 
local Indian practitioners as barely proficient in medicine. Local Indian 
physicians were the vaidyas and the hakims who practiced within the 
individual religious communities and held the respect of the people. 
These practitioners either performed Ayurveda medicine, traditionally a 
Hindu practice from Sanskrit works, or Greco-Arabic medicine common 
in Muslim communities.31 Originally, British efforts attempted to 
westernize the native physicians while seeing some use for their system. 
With the wave of western rationalization and superiority dominating 
European perspectives, many British medical professionals started to see 
the Indian medical system as irrational and the native physicians as 
inexperienced and inferior to their British counterparts.32 Therefore, the 
British often discredited diagnoses by the native community of 
physicians, as was the case initially with the Third Plague Pandemic. 
Internationally, the British originally attempted to minimize the 
outbreak within India, instead referring to it as a case of “bubonic fever” 
to reassure the public and foreign trading partners.33 The ruse convinced 
few. France desired the closure of Bombay’s ports to help stop the spread 
of plague into Europe and imposed their own extreme restrictions on 
incoming Indian ships.34 Other nations implemented similar restrictions 
against Indian ships and goods as proactive measures. Russian ports 
treated Indian ships, goods, and people as if already contaminated, while 
several other cities, such as Baghdad, required Indians to undergo 
quarantine upon arrival. Italy went as far as to refuse Indian ships entry 
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to their ports.35 Panic and fear spread in Europe over the thought of the 
dreaded black plague’s return. This fear heavily influenced the 
unprecedented, ruthless anti-plague measures of the British in India.36 
The first cases of plague came from the district of Mandvi, one 
of Bombay’s seven city wards. Known for being an extremely insanitary 
part of the city, medical officials concluded that the present conditions 
within the ward were already ripe for disease.37 Plague first struck 
workers in the grain warehouses, but soon spread to the merchants as 
well.38 While Mandvi held a large number of cases as the beginning 
point of plague infiltration, plague appeared all over the city quite 
rapidly. Consequently, this lent validity to the theory that cases had 
existed prior to Dr. Viegas’s announcement in September.39 
To confirm Dr. Viegas’s claim of plague in Bombay, the British 
Imperial government of India asked Dr. Waldemar Haffkine, a 
remarkable bacteriologist, to come to the city and provide verification on 
the possible outbreak of bubonic plague. Dr. Haffkine’s previous work 
with the creation of the cholera vaccine made him an ideal candidate to 
research the plague.40 Dr. Haffkine arrived on October 7, 1896, set up a 
laboratory, and began working.41 The British government in India also 
appointed a committee of five scientists, Haffkine included, to 
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investigate the bubonic plague, specifically considering means of 
spreading, treatment options and prevention methods.42 British 
imperialists confidently believed that western medicine was superior to 
anything found in India and that the disease would quickly be taken care 
of. 
In preparation for Haffkine’s results and as an effort to stay 
ahead of the outbreak, the British government in India on October 6, 
1896, extended the already substantial authority of Bombay’s municipal 
commissioner, P.C.H. Snow at the time of the epidemic. The official 
announcement endowed the commissioner the ability to grant the right of 
entry to his officers’. In effect, this authorized their entry into any 
building suspected to house plague. It also allowed Snow to enforce the 
segregation and hospitalization of plague cases. 43 Less than a week later, 
by October 14, Dr. Haffkine confirmed that the outbreak in Bombay was 
indeed bubonic plague.44 He immediately began working on a vaccine 
geared at preventing infection rather than attempting to discover a cure.45 
Ironically, as Haffkine made his announcement, I.J. Catanach, author of 
a substantial number of works on India and the plague, wrote that “the 
Bombay Gazette was ‘glad to report that the sickness is rapidly being 
stamped out’.”46  
With the commissioner’s newfound powers and Haffkine’s 
positive results, the city of Bombay’s municipal officers went to work to 
stop the spread of the infection. By mid-October, commissioner Snow 
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ordered the hospitalization of all plague cases within the city. Officers 
searched the city to find any suspected cases, but many remained 
untrained in distinguishing plague from other Indian fevers. In order to 
purify the city and stop the epidemic, a massive project of urban 
cleansing was undertaken.47 Thousands of gallons of sea water and 
carbolic acid washed out sewers and drains throughout the night. During 
the day, a great number of shops, houses, and warehouses were 
disinfected with limewashing and powder. Regretfully, the plague 
officers destroyed many slum housings in their effort to cleanse the 
city.48 Earthen floors were dug up and entire buildings torn down based 
on the belief that plague remained in the soil and spread through 
contact.49 The municipal health officers conducted their urban cleansing 
throughout Bombay, paying special attention to the most insanitary 
districts, often the poorest parts of the city, in compliance with 19th 
century sanitation theory.  
The measures undertaken by governmental officials relied on 
common 19th century perceptions and understandings of the cause and 
transmission of plague. Classical miasmic theory clashed and blended 
with new germ theory and bacterial science, leading to a disconnect 
between knowledge and action that played out throughout India. 
Epidemiologists from Germany, Austria, Russia, Italy, and Britain 
arrived in India after 1896 to study the disease.50 Initial theories of what 
caused the dissemination of the plague bacteria split depending on which 
theory one ascribed to. Miasmatic theorists argued that “plague was not a 
filth fever but a ‘want-of-fresh-air disease’” whereas bacteriologists 
focused on filth and squalor as the precipitating causes of the plague.51 
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Debates over the plague as a contagion, the bacteriologist view of a 
pathogen that is able to pass from person to person through contact, or a 
miasmatic disease persisted even in light of new pathological evidence. 
Suspicions over the part of rats in the plague arose in both scientific 
camps, but neither determined whether the rat or the human was first 
affected.52 As such, rats played a small role in both theories. Prashant 
Kidambi, author of “An Infection of Locality,” remarked that medical 
and sanitary personnel in Bombay held onto the localist miasmatic 
ideologies of plague even though most believed in germ theory. 53 This 
disparity affected policy and anti-plague measures within the city as two 
separate beliefs competed to impact decisions. 
Despite differences in fundamental scientific philosophies, both 
of these theories focused their recommended prevention efforts on the 
poorest districts of Bombay: the slums. Bombay was considered one of 
the most densely inhabited metropolises of the time with what Klein 
described as “appalling crowding and insanitation.”54 Later called “the 
city of the Plague,” Bombay housed a variety of diseases such as typhus, 
malaria, cholera, and several fevers that contributed to the unhealthiness 
of the city.55 Two to three families lived in one room in increasingly 
dark, water-logged and filth-ridden conditions. Miasmatic theory viewed 
these conditions as the perfect breeding ground for the plague. Not only 
were the living conditions considered subpar, there was a lack of fresh 
air which common perception thought to increase the power of the 
plague bacillus and its attack on humans.56  The root cause of plague, 
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many sanitation and medical officials believed, was the combination of 
pollution and poor sanitary conditions abundant in the city’s slums.57  
As the municipal government embarked on a fierce sanitation 
campaign, they met heavy resistance from the Indian people. Forced 
hospitalization and segregation of plague victims encountered strong 
opposition, especially concerning the examination and removal of 
women from the home.58 The Indian poor made up the largest percentage 
of hospitalization cases, something of which they were acutely aware.59 
The poor’s overrepresentation contributed to their increased protests of 
the commissioner’s actions. On October 29, 1896, health officers 
hospitalized a female millhand; violence erupted at Bombay’s Arthur 
Road Infectious Diseases Hospital as around a thousand millhands 
attacked and destroyed the hospital.60 Only the arrival of the police 
managed to drive off the enraged crowd. Almost immediately afterwards, 
Snow dictated that home segregation satisfied the requirements and 
hospitalization would only be enforced upon medical recommendation. 
While this reversal of policy appeased the rioting Indians, plague 
fatalities continued to appear throughout the rest of 1896. 
Although September saw large initial numbers of plague cases, 
neither October nor November of 1896 saw a total increase of cases.61 
Reports across India and the United Kingdom, such as the British 
Medical Journal, declared that “the plague in Bombay is abating.”62 This 
proved to be a faulty hope as the latter half of November and December 
saw a substantial rise in the number of cases. December especially saw a 
dramatic upsurge in plague mortality, from 130 deaths on December 1 to 
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almost 300 deaths per day at the end of the month.63  This increase in 
cases, combined with the commissioner’s policies, led to a mass exodus 
of all those who had the means to leave the city. Thousands of people 
packed into railway stations to escape both the plague and the 
government actions to control it.64 Within the first months of plague, the 
city of Bombay saw large numbers of the population flee out into the 
countryside, almost 380,000 out of a population of 850,000 by February 
1897.65 Their flight ensured the spread of plague across India. The 
increase in cases progressively continued until a peak in February before 
rapidly declining throughout March and into the next few months. This 
pattern of rise and fall would remain typical for the plague in India over 
the next few years, with a peak in the later and early months of the year, 
and a decline from May to July.66 As later scientific committees would 
find, the ebb and flow of the plague epidemic largely depended on the 
number of fleas compared to the susceptibility of the host. In the summer 
and fall months, temperature remained a main factor in the lifespan of 
the flea, which explained the decline in plague cases during the warmer 
months compared to the increase during cooler months, when the activity 
and lifespan of the flea spiked.67 
As the sanitation methods proved useless and more people 
continued to flee the city, the government of India pressured Dr. 
Haffkine to provide a vaccine as quickly as possible. Haffkine hoped to 
develop a vaccine that ideally prevented infection and, hopefully, granted 
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immunity from the plague. The first round of prophylactic inoculations 
were ready in December of 1896, only a little over three months from the 
outbreak’s start in Bombay. 68 The vaccine was quite unpolished and 
resulted in severe reactions and complications. Haffkine went on to 
develop his vaccine until the effects were much milder. He tested the 
new and improved vaccine on himself to ascertain its effectiveness and 
reduced consequences. In late January, an outbreak of plague struck one 
of the Bombay jails. Haffkine offered to test his vaccine on any 
volunteering prisoners. He inoculated 134 in the prison, while 177 
refused the vaccine. Among those who refused inoculation, thirteen 
succumbed to the plague and seven died. Haffkine’s vaccine 
demonstrated its effectiveness as only one person became sick and 
recovered after receiving the vaccine (two others received the injection 
but died hours later from already being infected with plague).69 
Haffkine’s vaccine proved to offer a greater protection from death than 
those who refused inoculation.70 Within the next several months, 
Haffkine and his assistants inoculated individual volunteers in Bombay 
and the surrounding communities.  
British control over the epidemic and the superiority of western 
medicine were tested during 1897. An overwhelming desire to eradicate 
plague spiked as cities outside of Bombay reported cases appearing 
within their jurisdiction. By late-January, as Haffkine tested his 
vaccination, Karachi and Poona experienced plague epidemics.71 In 
Bombay, the grain warehouses became the center of increased suspicion 
as the source of the infection because the first plague cases appeared 
there.72 Though the public were right to connect the plague to the 
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warehouses, the grain inside did not contain the plague bacillus. Instead, 
the transported grain came into contact with rats and the rat-flea, X. 
cheopis, which “bred best in the debris of cereal gains.”73 The whole 
continent of India experienced a wide famine in the 1890s and the spread 
of relief grain, especially from ports such as Bombay, provided an 
avenue of dissemination for plague. Rats followed the grain and helped 
transport plague to the outlying villages. 
The grain trade likely single-handedly increased the number of 
plague cases within India. The flight of thousands aided in this 
dissemination as clothing and bedding transported plague-carrying fleas 
across India. Once in a location with their proper hosts, the fleas attacked 
and infected the local rat population, starting a plague epizootic among 
the rats.74 Both Karachi and Poona experienced a large number of rat 
deaths before human cases emerged. By this time, scientists and medical 
professionals highly suspected the rat played an important role in the 
spread of plague. The Austrian plague commission, one of the foreign 
groups sent to study Bombay’s plague in 1896, studied mosquitos as 
possible plague transmitters, but found no evidence of infection caused 
by them.75  
The inquiry into different methods of plague transmission 
demonstrated an important shift in the scientific community. Long held 
miasmatic and contagion beliefs were being challenged through 
experimentation. While these beliefs were not necessarily built on faulty 
observations, new tools allowed for deeper investigations into the 
specifics of the plague bacillus. Dr. Ernest Hankin, an English 
bacteriologist who studied cholera in India, conducted a series of 
experiments on ants and found that although they could contain the 
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plague bacillus, they could not be the perpetrator of the disease.76 Dr. M. 
Otaga, a Japanese scientist found in 1897 that fleas discovered on 
plague-stricken rats contained plague bacilli. The German plague 
commission in the same year discovered that fleas could spread plague to 
guinea pigs.77 Their experiments and findings implicated a new enemy in 
the battle against plague. Yet these discoveries faced serious criticism as 
common knowledge contended that rat-fleas did not bite humans. 
As the scientific community argued over whether fleas 
transmitted plague to humans, the British government faced a potential 
international crisis. European nations, especially France, requested a 
meeting of the International Sanitary Conference to discuss the 
implications of plague in India.78 Under this pressure and the threat of 
trade embargos, the British House of Commons met January 22, 1897, 
with Lord George Hamilton, the secretary of state for India, to discuss 
the measures being taken to stop the plague’s spread. Lord Hamilton 
informed the Commons that he suspected the epidemic would get worse 
as the winter continued. To combat the possibility that the thousands 
fleeing the city carried plague, the governments in Bombay, Karachi and 
Poona mandated that inspections and examinations were to be conducted 
at all train stations and sea ports by medical officers.79 
Hamilton’s news brought more worry than relief to the House of 
Commons. The news of so many fleeing concerned the British, 
especially as another port city, Karachi, experienced plague most likely 
transported from Bombay. Port cities acted as colonial jewels for the 
British Empire. They showcased British power, commerce, and 
colonialism to the rest of the world. The fear that Bombay’s plague 
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would spread to infect India’s other key ports, such as Calcutta, and the 
threat of an international embargo heavily influenced the passage of the 
Epidemic Diseases Act on February 4, 1897.80 
The short act, only four sections long, gave the government 
unprecedented powers to stop the plague. Essentially, the government 
could empower with formal authority any official or public 
announcement in its pursuit to halt the plague.81 This included 
segregation, hospitalization, and inspections across India. Six days later, 
the Governor General of India used the powers of the act to give greater 
control over building inspections and disinfections to the sanitation and 
municipal officers. These officers condemned buildings, evicted 
residents of overcrowded buildings, and used their powers to threaten 
landlords for cooperation.82 Medical officers examined people across the 
city and hospitalized those found with plague symptoms.83 House 
inspections removed any suspected of being infected to hospitals or 
segregation camps. In Poona, a city known for its opposition to colonial 
rule, British troops conducted a majority of the house searches while 
crudely manhandling those who got in their way. Kumar noted that 
“reports of sexual harassment, insult and abuse by British troops soon 
began to circulate in the city” and these seemed to the people as evidence 
of British punishment towards a rebellious city.84 In retaliation, Indians 
began to hide their infected or dead family members to avoid their 
removal by these house inspections.85 Fears that the plague officers 
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hospitalized people “to make a speedy end to them” spread rapidly.86 
Riots also broke out across India over the execution of colonial power, 
but the government suppressed these through continued military 
intervention.87  
As tensions increased and plague spread farther into western 
India, the International Sanitary Conference met in May in Venice, Italy 
to discuss the British response to the plague and the likelihood of it 
reaching European shores. Representatives from all over Europe 
deliberated over the findings of the many foreign plague commission 
reports. When the discussion came to what measures the conference felt 
were necessary, the British delegation declared that in response to the 
spreading plague, the Muslim pilgrimage from India to Mecca would be 
prohibited for the year.88 They also agreed to comply with sanitation 
measures on ships carrying cargo to Europe. France pushed to impose 
harsher restrictions against Indian ships to prevent the spread into 
Europe. However, the fear of harming international commerce swayed 
the Sanitation Conference to limit its actions against India.89 Instead, the 
agreed upon sanitation regulations became the only precautions 
recommended by the conference as they believed that “there seems to be 
but little danger of the pest reaching Europe this year.”90 Despite 
France’s hopes, British Indian ports remained opened and functioning 
with very little intervention.91 
As Britain triumphed on the international level, problems in 
India continued to intensify. The British efforts to prevent and contain 
the plague were largely feared and hated by Indians. Hospitalization 
posed a major problem, as the British realized caste and gender would 
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not simply be brushed away by western medicine. Rumors of caste 
mixing and uncleanliness increased Indian wariness, and many refused to 
go to the hospital when sick.92 Indians saw hospitals and doctors as 
agents of the plague, desiring to either kill or infect them by the Queen’s 
orders.93 While these concerns remained troublesome to British plague 
policy, the examination of women caused the most violence and anger 
among the people. Traditionally, Indian women were not touched by men 
outside of the household, yet male doctors primarily examined these 
women in public, an extreme dishonor and mistreatment in Indian 
culture.94 Riots, protests, and violence ensued based on suspected 
detainment or abuse of Indian women. This violence culminated in the 
assassination of Plague Committee chairman W.C. Rand and Lieutenant 
Ayerst in Poona late at night on June 22, 1897.95 As the people of India 
rejoiced in their declaration of noncooperation, Rand and Ayerst’s 
murders shocked the British government as many feared that continued 
measures would bring even worse results and wondered if this was the 
start of a rebellion.96  
By the end of 1897, plague had exploded outside of Bombay and 
spread to over fifteen cities scattered across the north and west, but 
remained nearly nonexistent in central and southern India. The plague 
also finally appeared in Jullandar, Punjab where it ravaged the 
population, supplying a majority of India’s 12 million plus plague 
deaths.97 Prevention measures to stop the spread failed as key northern 
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areas like the Punjab and North-West Provinces acknowledged plague 
outbreaks appearing within their lands. Increased dissatisfaction, 
violence and concealment by Indians worried British officials that 
segregation methods would be unreasonably hard to implement.98 In 
order to keep appearances of control for the international community, 
and to exert colonial force, the Government of India announced stricter 
and more comprehensive adherence to anti-plague measures.99 
Admittance to segregation camps grew as medical officers sent family 
and friends of plague victims to the camps while their houses underwent 
the disinfection process.100 As British troops were called in to help local 
medical officers, Indian resistance grew more creative. They hid infected 
family members within chests, under clothing, and wherever they might 
not be found; they also memorized the inspection troops’ routes to avoid 
being caught unaware.101 Indians rarely called on physicians for fear of 
possible poisoning or hospitalization. As British precaution measures 
continued to fail due to an assortment of reasons, specifically concerning 
lack of information on how the disease spread, Indian compliance with 
western medicine declined and resistance increased.  
In 1898, the French scientist Paul-Louis Simond connected what 
Dr. Otaga discovered in 1897, that fleas could contain the plague 
bacillus, to the plague epidemic occurring in India. In his experiment, 
Simond found that rat-fleas transmitted plague among rats and, when 
hungry, to humans.102 Skepticism surrounded Simond’s findings as the 
medical community largely ignored and dismissed his publication. If 
accepted, his work would have negated much of the anti-plague 
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measures advocated by the medical community and enforced by the 
British army. It would be another eight years before Simond’s work 
gained acceptance and influenced proactive measures in India. 
Meanwhile, enormous death tolls caused some coastal villages to 
lose over a fourth of their population within two to three months.103 The 
high death rates simply amplified the volatile situation between 
governmental measures and Indian resistance. Numerous Indians 
believed that physicians spread the disease to ensure their wages or that 
the gods used medical officials as a part of their divine punishment. 
Instead, they trusted local practitioners and enchantments over 
government mandates and medical officers.104 This aversion continued to 
impact British-Indian relationships, as many Britons did not understand 
Indian resistance to western medical practice. Their refusals of 
cooperation and use of violence frustrated British efforts in the country. 
 Violence continued to escalate in Bombay and other regions of 
India. In March 1898, riots erupted in Bombay over the segregation of a 
young girl. Muslim weavers harmed a magistrate in their effort to burn 
down the hospitals and surrounding buildings to prevent the girl’s 
isolation. The suggestion of anti-plague vaccinations in Calcutta resulted 
in riots against suspected inoculators and the flight of 150,000 people 
from the city.105 Cawnpore, a city in northern India, saw severe riots in 
1900 over segregation camp detainments and a misinterpretation over 
regulation requirements.106 In 1901, major riots in the Sialkot and 
Gurdaspur districts of the Punjab saw over 300 Sikhs, a prominent 
religious group in the area, destroy plague camps and kill three 
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individuals.107 Other forms of resistance continued as Indians voiced 
their hatred of British anti-plague methods. Rumors that the plague 
signaled the downfall of British rule in India spread as more Indians 
defied colonial mandates.108  
 In response to the violence and rumors, British government 
officials in India decided that political concerns needed to take 
precedence over medical recommendations.109 Sanitation methods had 
done little to curb the epidemic and compulsory measures resulted in 
violence akin to the Indian Mutiny of 1857. The resulting tensions in 
light of few European plague casualties convinced British administrators 
that the risk of continued anti-plague measures would result in more 
trouble than good.110 In their minds, if the Indians wanted to discard 
western medicine and British help to face plague on their own, then they 
would have to suffer the consequences of their decision. 
By 1900, modification to the anti-plague measures resulted in the 
elimination of those policies Myron Echenberg, author of Plague Ports, 
deemed as “unduly repressive.”111 The Indian Plague Commission 
reported that compulsory measures, including house inspections and 
segregation, were counter-productive and requested their end. The 
British government in India agreed and announced that compulsory 
hospitalization and segregation were no longer encouraged without the 
approval of the local community leaders. The sanitary commissioner 
made large efforts to “enlist the help of the respectable and intelligent 
members of the native community” to change public opinion. 112 Public 
hospitals adhering to caste restrictions opened to ease Indian resistance to 
hospitalization. The total number of hospitals jumped from 1200 in 1880 
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to 2500 in 1902 to service the specific needs of the people.113 In order to 
appease the Indian traditions concerning women and the violence 
surrounding their inspections, the British allowed for Muslim and Hindu 
women observing strict traditional views to be administered to by female 
physicians only.114 
As compulsory measures were abandoned, physicians and plague 
officials promoted inoculation to hinder the plague’s further spread. Dr. 
Haffkine’s vaccine produced useful results in his earlier tests and its use 
in Bombay. Medical officials looked to use his vaccines across the 
Punjab and northern India in a widescale, voluntary inoculation 
campaign.  Beforehand, Haffkine had been revered as the “Savior of 
India,” but as colonial health officials began to recommend the use of his 
vaccine, the public opposed its introduction.115 The change in 
manufactured doses from 1896-1901 to 1902 showcased the sudden 
switch from acceptance to rejection. By May 1901 over 2.3 million 
vaccines were created and circulated in India within the four and a half 
year period. However, in 1902, the number decreased to less than 
500,000 doses.116 
Hoping to still gather ample volunteers, despite wide rejections, 
the Government of India opted to distribute the relatively cheap and easy 
inoculation across the rest of India, but concentrating particularly in the 
Punjab. In a massive medical and administrative undertaking, almost 
500,000 people in the Punjab received Haffkine’s vaccine in 1902-3.117 
Medical officials expected a much greater acceptance of the vaccine than 
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they received. Plague statistics had continued to rise throughout India, 
with Bombay suffering as many as four hundred deaths per day in 
1901.118 Regardless, the increase in cases did not prompt acceptance of 
British medical advice. Several villages asked to inoculate reacted so 
negatively that they were bypassed entirely.119 This partly came from the 
popular belief that physicians introduced plague through the 
inoculations.120 The intense distrust for government physicians cannot be 
disregarded, as it shaped Indian response to many colonial regulations 
and recommendations.  
Vaccination also prompted an extensive chain of rumors and 
fears that made many adamantly opposed to it. These rumors hurt the 
chances of inoculation as locals believed that, as Edmund Wilkinson, an 
officer reporting on the progress of inoculations in the Punjab, described, 
“needles a yard long which were pushed in at one side of the body and 
emerged at the other.”121 Rumors of death, bad eyesight, “unusual 
sensations of the heart” and “destroying sexual powers” kept the general 
public from accepting the proposed vaccinations. In November 1902, 
public perceptions of inoculation further decreased after the Malkowal 
village incident.122 An English doctor inoculated a group of Malkowal 
villagers in November 1902 with contaminated serum and nineteen fell 
seriously ill and died.123 The incident removed what slight trust 
physicians had amongst the people and doused the medical official’s 
enthusiasm for their task as well.124  
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Haffkine’s vaccination provided better survival rates than any 
proactive measure the British introduced. Selman A. Waksman, author of 
The Brilliant and Tragic Life of W.M.W. Haffkine, wrote that the 
inoculations reduced the mortality rate by 85-90 per cent.125 Although 
the vaccines worked to save many lives, they were consistently unable to 
fully grant protection from plague, instead offering a better chance at 
protecting oneself from death if plague was contracted. The only 
foolproof method found by the Indians involved completely evacuating a 
place once the rats began to die.126 As John Spencer Carmen, a 
missionary physician living in Hyderabad in central India during the 
plague, wrote: 
 
Most of the people in India still don’t know about the 
relation of these things (some of them so little, 
microscopic) to the mysterious disease that comes so 
quickly and kills so ruthlessly. What did the people in 
London do? The best they knew; but mostly they fled, if 
they could, and often carried the infection with them. So 
it is with many in India. And when death comes close, in 
their own house, they run quickly and offer a sacrifice to 
their gods that the plague may be stayed; or else 
fatalistically accept it as the inexorable will of God.127 
  
The rats’ connection to the plague marked them as “the Devil’s 
agents” among the people of India.128 Escaping the presence of the rat 
proved impossible, as they infested houses, granaries, and burrows 
throughout the city. Rats followed the source of food and travelled across 
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the city in search of it. As they travelled, fleas followed their food source 
and spread to different areas of a city or village. People soon practiced 
the art of fleeing whenever villages or towns reported plague infections. 
In the Himalayan villages of India, W.B. Bannerman of the Indian 
Medical Service described that the people voluntarily left their villages to 
seek shelter in the nearby jungle. They built a temporary village of huts 
and stayed away for several months before returning to their village free 
of plague. Bannerman noted that this method of evacuation became the 
preferred recommendation of plague authorities as prevention measures 
proved unhelpful.129 This method gained acceptance in the Punjab, as 
several hundreds of villages suffered major outbreaks. Later the 1906 
Plague Commission found that the unparalleled suffering of the Punjab 
in part stemmed from the fact that the rat common to the Punjab “harbors 
considerably more fleas than it does in Bombay.”130 
As Simond’s work gained greater respect due to the research 
conducted by the 1906 Plague Commission confirming the role of rats 
and fleas in plague transmission, the people found another avenue to deal 
with the rise in infections. Rat killing became a favored approach in 
areas resistant to inoculation, with the government even offering prizes 
in return for rat-tails.131 Religious groups like Hindus, who worshipped 
rats, and Jains, who practiced strict non-violence, remained vehemently 
against these measures.132 While public perception held that killing the 
rats would stop the spread of plague, in reality, it most likely heightened 
the numbers of immediate cases as fleas then had no natural host and 
jumped to humans more readily.  
The turn to rat-killing and endorsed fleeing marked the 
withdrawal of strenuous British efforts in halting the plague in India. By 
the withdrawal, plague had become in the minds of the British simply 
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another Indian disease. Spreading rapidly from China and India in 1896, 
plague appeared in Japan, Egypt, Argentina, Brazil, Australia, the United 
States, and England by 1900.133 Barbara Bramanti, Katharine Dean, Lars 
Walloe, and Nils Stenseth, in their article “The Third Plague Pandemic in 
Europe,” calculated the number of European plague cases and deaths 
through public records and newspapers. They found that from 1899 to 
1947, Europe experienced “1,692 cases and 457 deaths from plague”.134 
Comparatively, Charles Creighton, a plague physician working in India, 
recorded that in 1906 alone India saw over a million deaths, with almost 
half occurring in the Punjab region.135 The few British deaths and the 
strength of Indian resistance resulted in British turnover of anti-plague 
measures to local officials and native practitioners who never embarked 
on prevention campaigns as fierce as the British. 
According to the World Health Organization, The Third Plague 
Pandemic ranged from the first cases in China in 1855 to 1959, when the 
number of cases dropped below 200 worldwide.136 Within those years, 
twelve to twenty-five million deaths are estimated to have occurred, with 
a mass majority of these from India. Common scholarship unanimously 
agreed that India suffered over 75 percent of recorded fatalities. Due to 
the nature of British anti-plague measures, these numbers are most likely 
quite higher, as many Indians sought to hide their plague stricken family 
members and friends from British plague officers. By the end of the 
Third Plague Pandemic, the world equated India with plague. 
The Third Plague Pandemic challenged the relationship between 
the colonial powers of Great Britain and the common people of India. 
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Resistance throughout the nation spoke to the people’s disdain for British 
interference and the unprecedented anti-plague measures. Concealment 
and riots became commonplace as Indians voiced their hatred to not only 
what they saw as an overstep of British power, but the forceful 
integration of western medicine. Scientific understanding advanced 
rapidly during the plague years to bridge the disconnect between theory 
and experience. However, these advancements came too late to save 
British-Indian relationships as the damage from preventive plague 
measures already took its toll. The Third Plague Pandemic reminded the 
world of the fright of bubonic plague, but more importantly, it forever 
changed the lives of so many in India as they saw what their resistance 
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